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ABSTRACT 
Three objectives were set in the current study: 1) to investigate the types 

of corrective feedback, 2) to identify the frequency, and 3) to compare similarities and 
differences about the use of corrective feedback in two contexts (EFL and 
international classrooms). Participants were two groups of students and their teachers 
from each classroom. Data were collected through non-participant classroom 
observations and interview sessions with the teachers. The findings revealed 
similarities and differences among the two contexts. One of the similarities was that 
six types of corrective feedback were used in both classrooms (e.g., explicit 
correction, recast, metalinguistic clues, elicitation, repetition, and clarification 
request). The most frequently used corrective feedback type in the EFL classroom was 
recast, whereas in international classroom was metalinguistic clues. The least 
frequently used corrective feedback types in the EFL context were metalinguistic 
clues and elicitation. Repetition was the least frequently corrective feedback type used 
in international classroom. Interview sessions with the teachers from both classrooms 
revealed different focus of language aspects, which may have influenced on different 
types of corrective feedback provided in the classrooms. From the observation and the 
interview, it was seen that teachers provided corrective feedback without awareness of 
the precise definition and the target form of the language requiring for specific 
corrective feedback. The need of teacher training to provide effective corrective 
feedback in language classrooms is recommended.  
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บทคดัยอ่ 

 วตัถุประสงคข์องการศึกษาคร้ังน้ีคือ 1) เพ่ือสืบคน้ประเภทของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบั 2) เพ่ือบ่งช้ีความถ่ี
และ 3) เพ่ือเปรียบเทียบความเหมือนและความต่างเก่ียวกบัการใชข้อ้มูลป้อนกลบัในบริบทท่ีต่างกนั (ห้องเรียน
ภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศและห้องเรียนนานาชาติ)    ผูเ้ขา้ร่วมวิจยัในคร้ังน้ีไดแ้ก่นกัเรียนจาก
หอ้งเรียนทั้งสองหอ้งและครูประจาํรายวิชาของแต่ล่ะห้องการเกบ็รวบรวมขอ้มูลทาํโดยการสังเกตแบบไม่มีส่วน
ร่วมและการสัมภาษณ์ครูผูส้อน ผลจากการศึกษาพบความเหมือนและความแตกต่างของห้องเรียนทั้งสองบริบท
ความเหมือนกนัอยา่งหน่ึงคือรูปแบบของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัทั้ง 6 ประเภทถูกใชใ้นทั้งสองบริบท ไดแ้ก่ การแกไ้ข
อยา่งชดัเจน (explicit correction) การเปล่ียนรูปใหม่ (recast) การบอกใบด้ว้ยขอ้มูลทางภาษา (metalinguistic 
clues) การสอบถามขอ้มูล (elicitation) การถามซํ้ า (repetition) และการขอใหอ้ธิบาย (clarification request) ชนิด
ของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีถกูใชบ่้อยท่ีสุดในบริบทหอ้งเรียนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ คือ การเปล่ียนรูป
ใหม่ (recast) ในขณะท่ีการบอกใบด้ว้ยขอ้มูลภาษา (metalinguistic clues) ถูกใชบ่้อยท่ีสุดในบริบทห้องเรียน
นานาชาติ ขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีถูกใชน้อ้ยท่ีสุดในบริบทห้องเรียนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ คือ การ
บอกใบด้ว้ยขอ้มูลภาษา (metalinguistic clues) และการขอให้อธิบาย (elicitation) ในขณะท่ีในบริบทห้องเรียน
นานาชาติ การถามซํ้ า (repetition) ถูกใชน้อ้ยท่ีสุด จากการสัมภาษณ์กบัคุณครูจากบริบททั้งสองแสดงให้เห็นว่า
การใหค้วามสาํคญักบัรูปแบบของภาษาท่ีต่างกนัอาจส่งผลต่อการใหข้อ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีแตกต่างกนั จากการสังเกต
และการสัมภาษณ์พบว่าครูผูส้อนให้ขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัโดยขาดความตระหนกัเก่ียวกบัความหมายและคุณลกัษณะ
ของภาษาท่ีตอ้งการแกไ้ข งานวิจยัเสนอแนะถึงความจาํเป็นในการฝึกครูผูส้อนภาษาองักฤษใหใ้ชข้อ้มูลป้อนกลบั
อยา่งเหมาะสมและมีประสิทธิภาพในหอ้งเรียนภาษา  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1 Background of the Study    

Previous studies have revealed that students received comprehensible input 

and feedback through interaction (Gass, 1997; Long, 1996). Long (1996) stated that 

interaction “facilitates language acquisition because it connects the input, internal 

learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways” (pp. 

451- 452). Krashen (1994) also supported that interaction contrived to promote 

negotiation in meaning for learners, which is referred as ‘internalization’. According 

to Vygotsky, internalization is the process when the learner creates a new schema (or 

knowledge) as a result of interaction between the children (or learners) with other 

people. Internalization is an ‘outside-in’ process. That is, when the learners are 

mastering themselves, they start by relying on other-directedness—the reliance on the 

input provided by other’s explanation and correction. The learners’ knowledge is 

gradually accumulated when they repeatedly exposed to the input. For example, the 

learners constructed schema when they engage in more interaction with others. They 

then gradually attain to the role of a self-constructor of their own schema. As 

Vygotsky claimed, the learners move from the other-directed’ stage to the ‘self-

directed’ stage in the schematic construction. The learners will finally create (or 

construct) their own knowledge without assistance from others. Once the learners are 

capable of constructing their own schema, they internalize the target aspect of the 

knowledge or the language, and are ready to produce the output of such target aspect 

of the language (Vygotsky, 1986). 

 Interaction leads to comprehensible input (Pica, 1994). According to 

Krashen (1994), comprehensible input is defined as “language that can be understood 

by the listener even though some structures and vocabulary may be unknown. Thus, 

comprehensible input is a necessary condition for the second language acquisition 

process” (Richards & Schmidt, 2002). As its name comprehensible input suggests, 
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information that is given to the learners by others who have higher proficiency in that 

aspect (Althobaiti & Gitsaki, 2010). It is evident that teachers often use corrective 

feedback to increase learners’ uptake of the target aspects of the language Often 

teachers employ corrective feedback to help learner acquire the target aspect of the 

language (Althobaiti & Gitsaki, 2010). Interactionists2  also believe that corrective 

feedback facilitates language acquisition because the learners can use the feedback 

provided by either teachers or peers in foreign language instruction to correct their 

language use. However, the main source of corrective feedback provider is still a 

teacher in a classroom-based context (Tedick & Gortari, 1998).  

 To conclude, feedback is one of the most crucial factors in interaction in the 

language classrooms. During language learning process, the teachers assess learners’ 

achievement by their output. It is normal that errors or mistakes are found in the 

learners’ output. Therefore, teachers or peers provide correct language forms or probe 

the learner to self-correction. With the teachers’ or peers’ help in providing corrective 

feedback, the learners are aware of their mistakes or errors. Then they can correct 

those mistakes or errors. In the normal process, the learners will eventually internalize 

and use the correct form or other aspects of the language. In English as Foreign 

Language (EFL) classrooms, teachers are normally the major feedback providers. 

 

 

1.2 Problem Statement  

One of the crucial factors in language interaction is feedback because it is 

a technique that teachers and peers use to scaffold (or to help) the learners to master an 

aspect of the language. The feedback that responds to the errors or mistakes of 

learners’ language use is widely known as ‘corrective feedback’ (Ellis, 2009), which is 

found in every language classroom. 

 There are six different types of corrective feedback which teachers provide 

to learners in classroom-based foreign language studies. Tedick and de Gortari (1998) 

discussed that corrective feedback affects the uptake of the students. Their research 

has revealed six types of feedback including explicit correction, recast, metalinguistic 

                                                            
2Interactionists are scholars who believe that language acquisition happens through interaction. 
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clues, elicitation, repetition, and clarification request. Firstly, explicit correction is 

clearly telling the learners’ errors or mistakes and giving the correct answer. Secondly, 

recast is implicitly telling the learners’ errors or mistakes and / or giving them the 

correct answers. Thirdly, Metalinguistic clues is that the teachers provide prompt 

questions which will lead their students to a correct form. Fourth, elicitation is asking 

a prompt question, which will lead the students to complete or correct their utterance. 

Next, repetition is that the teachers repeat the students’ mistakes and add in an 

intonation to get the students’ attention. Finally, clarification request is that the 

teacher makes the students aware of their mistake by questioning and expecting them 

to reformulate their response. (Lyster & Ranta, 1997, as cited in Tedick & de Gortari, 

1998). Details and examples of these corrective feedback types are provided in 

Chapter 2 (page 14-15). 

 Furthermore, studies have revealed different perceptions from English 

teachers about the effective types of feedback used with their students (Kennedy, 

2010). The preferred feedback techniques are varied across classroom settings. For 

example, teachers who corrected their students’ errors and mistakes preferred the 

methods of elicitation and repetition because these two techniques allowed students to 

self-correct their errors (Paul, 2010). Moreover, with the proficiency level of students 

(Yoshida, 2008), teachers chose the use of different types of corrective feedback. For 

instance, learners can improve their language if teachers provide clear explanations 

and gave them enough time to process the language forms. Learners agreed with these 

two techniques, which can improve their language better (DeKeyser, 1993; Lin & 

Hedgcock, 1996; Tsang, 2004; Lassagabaster & Sierra, 2005; Yoshida, 2008). 

 Choosing the different types of corrective feedback depends on various 

factors. Tedick and de Gortari (1998) suggested four factors involved whenever the 

teachers chose the type of corrective feedback for the students. The first type is 

context 3  consideration. An example of this was that not all types of teacher’s 

corrective feedback suited every student. For example, students with low proficiency 

needed to be motivated to produce language; therefore, complex methods or feedback 

                                                            
3 Tedick & Gortari’s definition of context is broader than the definition of the study. In the present study, 
‘context’ is defined as any physical environment such as a classroom, a textbook, or language medium. 
See its definitions in the definition of terms on page 11. 
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that created students’ anxiety should not be used. The second factor was the teaching 

strategies. For example, teachers who are concern with every aspect of the language 

provide variety types of corrective feedback, whereas teachers who are only concerned 

with one aspect might only use one type of corrective feedback. The third factor was 

providing different feedback types. Employing the variety of corrective feedback types 

may suit learners’ different preferences. The final factor was to allow time for students 

to self-correct to uptake the new language forms or aspects. It is common that students 

take time to assimilate and accommodate the new forms or aspects of the language. 

 The context consideration is one factor which may have an effect on 

providing learners the corrective feedback. In the other words, differences of context 

consideration might influence on different corrective feedback types provided by the 

teachers (Sheen, 2004). EFL classrooms differ from international classrooms for two 

reasons including characteristics and environment. Most studies on corrective 

feedback types were undertaken in the immersion programs. The characteristics and 

environment of the immersion programs are like those international classrooms in 

Thailand.  

 International classrooms in Thailand consist of students from different 

cultures, and the students are taught by native speakers of English teachers (Doran, 

2004). The international classroom provides students opportunities to communicate 

with their peers and teachers in English. Students in the international classroom are 

active and engage in English communication. This may be due to being in a classroom 

with multi-nationalities which encourages learners to use English more effectively. 

The nature of classroom and environment; thus, leads the students to interact with the 

teachers and their friends. The environment and nature also provide the students the 

opportunity to produce the language and receive corrective feedback from their peers 

and teachers. 

 For the EFL context, the characteristics and environment differ from the 

international program. In the typical EFL context, learners are passive, and they prefer 

to sit silent and listen to their teachers (Cheng, 2000, Kennedy, 2010). Teachers in this 

context were non-native speakers of the target language. Most of the time these 

teachers dominate the class which limits the opportunity for learners to use their target 

language. The environment of the EFL context is that the native language of the 
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students lacked opportunity to interact, and thus limited the occurrence of corrective 

feedback given by the teacher (Paul, 2003 as cited in Davies, 2011).  

 As previously mentioned, corrective feedback could help learners engage 

in the EFL classroom more. For example, students show higher proficiency in their 

English writing after corrective feedbacks have been provided (Yang, 2016). Lyster 

and Ranta (2012) mentioned that the different types of corrective feedback help add 

the effectiveness of the corrective feedback in L2 development. However, no studies 

on the corrective feedback that promotes interaction in the EFL context have been 

undertaken, specifically in the Thai EFL context. Therefore, the researcher decided to 

investigate the corrective feedbacks used in the Thai EFL context. This study hopes to 

provide some useful implications for EFL instruction in Thailand.  

 An insight was given by studying differences in nature of providing 

teacher’s corrective feedback between two classrooms, EFL and international. This 

was how teachers in the two settings used corrective feedback to scaffold learners’ 

language learning. The researcher aims that the findings from the study would suggest 

some recommendations for English teachers to provide corrective feedback in the 

English classrooms. 

 

 

1.3 Significance of the Study   

 The present study investigated and compared the use of different types of 

teacher’s corrective feedback in the EFL and international classrooms. The findings 

will suggest how different types of teachers’ corrective feedback are employed in 

these two different contexts. The study aimed at raising awareness in the use of 

corrective feedback in language classrooms. 

 

 

1.4 Objectives of the Study 

 The present study set three objectives: 

 1. To investigate the types of teacher’s corrective feedback used orally in 

two different English contexts (EFL and international classrooms). 
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 2. To identify the frequency of different types of teacher’s corrective 

feedback (explicit correction, recast, metalinguistic clues, elicitation, repetition, and 

clarification request) in two different contexts (EFL and international classrooms).   

 3. To describe similarities and/or differences, if any, in the oral use of 

teacher’s corrective feedback in two different contexts (EFL and international 

classrooms). 

 

 

1.5 Research questions 

 To achieve the objectives of the study, three research questions are 

presented: 

 1. Which types of the teacher’s corrective feedback are used orally in two 

different contexts? 

 2.What are the frequencies of each type of teacher’s corrective feedback 

used orally in two different contexts?                                                                            

 3. To what extent are similarities and/or differences in the oral use of 

teacher’s corrective feedback found in the two contexts? 

 

 

1.6 The Scope of the Study  

 The present study aimed to describe and compare the use of teacher’s 

corrective feedback in two different contexts; one EFL classroom and one 

international classroom.  One grade 11 (Matthayomsuksa 5) EFL classroom and one 

grade 11 international classroom were selected and observed for the types of feedback 

used in both classes. In addition, the researcher interviewed the teachers of both 

classes about their knowledge and perception of using corrective feedback in their 

respective class. The interview session was supposed to be used as a complement for 

the findings from classroom observations.  
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located in the center. The framework used in the present study was Lyster and Ranta’s 

(1997) framework of corrective feedback types used in teacher’s classroom. The 

framework consisted of six different types of corrective feedback: Explicit correction, 

Recast, Metalinguistic clues, Elicitation, Repetition and Clarification request. The 

conceptual framework is followed by the purposes of the present study. The two-

different contexts are in placed at the different sides of the figure to illustrate that the 

two different contexts focused on the same purposes. 

 

 

1.8 Definition of Terms  

 The following section defines definition of terms which appear in the 

present study 

English as a foreign language (EFL): The study of English by non-native 

speakers who live in a country where English is not used as a native language. 

Context: The physical environment of the school which the group of 

learners is learning including EFL and International classrooms. 

EFL Context: It is an English class for native Thai students, and is taught 

by non-native English teachers.  

  International Context: It is an English literature class for students from 

different nationalities, including Thais. The English language is taught by native 

English teachers (those from the UK, USA, Australia, New Zealand, or Canada). 

  Interaction: The way in which interlocutors use a language, in language 

learning the interlocutors are the teacher and the students. It has been claimed that 

interaction plays a vital role in second language learning. 

 Learners: The group of learners is Grade 11 learners in the international 

classroom, equivalent to the second group of learners who are Matthayomsuksa 5 

students in the EFL classroom. 

 Teacher’s Corrective Feedback: Any information provided by the 

teacher to elicit students understanding of the target aspect of language. 
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1.9 Summary  

To conclude the study compared the corrective feedback used in two 

English classrooms: EFL and international. The findings of these subjects suggested 

how different types of corrective feedback in the two different contexts were used. The 

theoretical framework that was used in the study is based on Lyster and Ranta’s 

framework (1987) of corrective feedback.  

The next chapter provides a review of relevant theories, and previous 

studies of corrective feedback. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

Overview 

 This chapter presents and discusses theories relevant to the current study, 

including Piaget’s cognitive development, the Interaction theory, and the sociocultural 

theory. Teacher’s corrective feedback and previous studies on the relevant topic are 

also discussed at the chapter end. 

 

 

2.1 Relevant theories 

 

 2.1.1 Piaget’s cognitive development  

Piaget, who was one of the most influential researchers in developmental 

psychology in the 20th century, has proposed four stages of cognitive development in 

humans (1964). Piaget was interested in how a person adapts themselves to the 

environment. The four stages of cognitive development described how humans 

develop their intelligence through different stages of ages. The stages include: infants, 

early childhood, elementary or early adolescence, and late adolescence and adulthood. 

The four stages are described in the following sections. Owing on the constraints of 

the early intellectual development, the learner whose their intellectual ability was in 

the first three stages may not be ready to receive some corrective feedback that 

demand higher level of thoughts. The four stages are discussed below.  

The first stage is Sensorimotor stage (0-2 years old). During this period 

infants demonstrated intelligence through their motor activity. Their knowledge of the 

world was limited because during this stage infants developed through physical 

interaction. During this stage infants acquired knowledge through sensory experiences 

and manipulating objects. At the age of 7 months the child starts to memorize objects 

and symbols (language). For example, infants during this age smile when their mother 
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calls them. This is an example of language and objects that infants are able to 

memorize during this stage. 

The second stage is the Pre-operational stage (2-6 years old). During this 

stage the child’s intelligence is developed through symbols or languages. During this 

period, children develop memorization and imagination. Since the abstract thought has 

not been developed yet, thinking during this period was non-logical. particular 

learning context because this will enhance the effectiveness of the teaching and 

learning process. The effectiveness is enhanced with the help of activities which 

learners can practice their creativity. Example of activities are planting seeds, and 

imitation games.  

During the concrete-operation (7-11 years old) logical and manipulation of 

concrete objects (number, length, liquid, mass, weight, area, volume) are developed in 

early adolescence. Operation thinking is also developed during this stage. During this 

age teachers or parents correct learner’s errors by giving them the correct utterance, or 

telling the learners that they were wrong.   

During the formal operational stage (12 years old+) intelligence is 

developed through logical use of language (symbols) in adolescence or adults. During 

this stage, the use of corrective feedback is very important because teachers provide 

logical use of language through corrective feedback. This is done whenever the learner 

produced insufficient output, and then the teacher provides corrective feedback to help 

the learner produce sufficient output. Language teachers may entertain variety of 

corrective feedback in the classroom at this stage. Mostly, the learners are ready to 

receive the feedback. What challenges in this stage is the learner’s preference to 

particular feedback types. 

As discussed above corrective feedback plays an important role in the 

formal operational stage. Learners who are in this stage are ready to receive all 

corrective feedback types that are offered in the classroom. Therefore, learners at this 

stage of development is a suitable source of input for the researcher.  

 To conclude, Piaget has revealed that different ages of learners have a 

different cognitive development. He has proposed four different stages of cognitive 

development that occur during the development of intelligence. These stages start 

from infants to adulthood  
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 2.1.2 Interaction theory 

 In Long’s (1981) paper entitled "Input interaction in second language 

acquisition" discussed about input and interaction.  Interaction which Long referred to 

as “the functions served by those forms…” the forms referred to the linguistics forms. 

Long claimed that interaction facilitates acquisition. This is because of the linguistic 

modification and conversation that occurs. During this occurrence learners receive the 

input they need. Studies have been done for interaction (Scarcella & Higa, Campbell 

et al, as cited in Long, 1981). Long claimed that interactions were functions that 

helped the input. “Through interaction learners gain opportunities to understand and 

use language that was incomprehensible” (Mackey, 1999). Several studies have found 

several tools or input which were used by the native speakers to allow the conversation 

between them to flow without trouble in the conversation. One of these tools was 

referred to as feedback. 

 According to Long, it was clear that input and interaction often relate, and 

it was possible for one of them to be modified without the other being modified. 

Additionally, Lyster and Ranta (1997) have claimed that comprehensible input alone 

does not facilitate learners in learning the target language successfully. In fact, output 

is considered a significant indicator showing that the input the learner has been 

received is ready for actual use in the situation. Lyster and Ranta have claimed that 

comprehensible input and output together create a successful language acquisition. 

 However, another important factor that allows interaction for input and 

output is still missing. Swain (1995, as cited in Gass, 1997) claimed that what was 

missing for learners to communicate effectively was the ‘opportunity’ for learners to 

use the language. She furthered that “the language production moves learners from a 

primarily use of language to a syntactic use” (Swain, 1995, (as cited in Gass, 1997). 

According to Swale, the more opportunities for the learners to use the language, the 

more complicated form the language are produced. For example, when the learner 

produces a three-word string of the sentence, then he/she receives the input from 

his/her interlocutor. The input here can be either grammatical or lexical. The learner 

receives the input and somehow internalize into their schema. Later, he/she may 

produce the string of sentences that are longer, or more complicated in terms of 

grammar. This linguistic development needs to be done through a series of interaction 
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between the learner and his/her interlocutors. The series of interaction that occur is so 

called opportunity.  

Researchers (Long, 1981; Coulthard, 1982) have shown that interaction is 

formed through a cycle of questions and answers between teachers - students and 

students- students in a language classroom. The cycle also referred to as the Initiation-

Response-Evaluation/Feedback sequence (IRE/F). Initiation is a question or a 

command by a teacher or a student, a respond is always followed.  Nonetheless, the 

follow-up move or the evaluation/feedback is not always the same in an interaction. A 

follow up move is different from the other moves, this is because the follow up move 

sometimes occurs as feedback, or evaluation.  The follow-up move is not only found 

in classroom, researchers have found the follow-up moves in doctor-patient exchange, 

and telephone conversations as shown in Example 2.1 and Example 2.2 (Coulthard, 

1982; Francis & Hunston’s, 1992 as cited in Cullen, 2002). 

  

 Example 2.1  

Teacher: We have the fisherman. What is he saying to himself? (I) 

 Student: He is saying…“I got it.” (R) 

 Teacher: Okay. Sure. He is saying, “I got it.” (F) 

 

 Example 2.2 

Teacher: We have the fisherman. What is he saying to himself? (I) 

 Student: He is saying… “I got it.” (R) 

 Teacher: Very good (E) 

 

 From Example 2.1, the teacher repeats the response from the learner to 

confirm that the learner’s response is correct. This is also referred to as ‘repetition’ in 

feedback. Feedback plays an important role in interaction. Feedback helps learners 

realize about their errors or mistakes, and produce sufficient language and successfully 

acquire the target language. 
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2.1.3 Sociocultural Theory 

 Vygotsky (1978) who coined the Sociocultural theory was interested in the 

development of language and speech in children. Vygotsky’s framework focused on 

the fact that social interaction plays a fundamental role in the cognitive development 

of humans. His initial concept of higher mental function focused on the transformation 

of natural functions into cultural functions. These functions were created through 

psychological tools. While he was researching he found that the most important 

phenomenon in the learning of the children was ‘interaction’, Vygotsky stated that 

“…the development depends not so much on the changes within these two functions, 

but rather on changes in the primary relations between them” (Vygotsky, 1978, p.25). 

 Vygotsky also explained that the development of learning should be 

looked at in two levels, including the actual development and potential development. 

Vygotsky mentioned that the actual development is the level of development of a 

child’s mental function that have already reached complete developmental cycle. 

However, there is a gap between the processes of levels, this is called ‘zone of 

proximal development (ZPD)’. 

 Vygotsky defined ZPD as “the distance between actual development as 

determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving under guidance or the collaboration with more 

capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p.37). The levels of learning are illustrated in the 

Figure 2.1. 
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Figure 2.1 Levels of Learning (Vygotsky, 1978) 

 

 

Figure 2.1 illustrated the levels of learning which was proposed by 

Vygotsky (1978). During Actual development level, the learner can solve a task by 

themselves. At the zone of proximal development level, the learner can complete a 

task with help and guidance, this was referred to as scaffolding. The last stage is the 

potential development level, during this level the learner is not able to complete a task. 

This is because of the task being beyond the level of the learners. Although learners 

receive help or guidance with the task, learners are unable to complete the task. 

During the zone of proximal development, the learner can understand the 

language with the help from social interaction. This was also referred to as 

‘Scaffolding’. Scaffolding was defined as “the support provided to learners to enable 

them to perform tasks which are beyond their capacity. Initially in language learning, 

learners may be unable to produce certain structures within a single utterance, but may 

build them through interaction with another speaker” (Richards & Schmidt, 2002, p. 

477).  With the help of scaffolding which the teacher can use modelling, instruction, 

questioning, and feedback to help the student move through the zone of proximal 

development.  
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 Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1979) stated that scaffolding serves for six main 

functions. The following table 2.1 describes the six main functions of scaffolding. 

 

Table 2.1 Scaffolding six main functions 

Recruitment Getting learners interested in the task. 

Reduction in degrees of freedom Dividing the task into multiple, smaller tasks. 

Direction maintenance Motivating students to pursue the task. 

Marking critical features Drawing students’ attention to relevant areas of 

the problem or task. 

Frustration control Lessening the stress levels of the student during 

the task. 

Demonstration  Modeling a desired outcome. 

             (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1979) 

  

Table 2.1 illustrated the six main functions of scaffolding. The first 

function is recruitment. This function is when the teacher gets the learners attention to 

get them interested in the task. The second function is the reduction in degrees of 

freedom function. During this function, the teacher tries to divide the task into smaller 

tasks, this is because it is important for teachers to reduce the tasks to give learners 

feedback. This is so learners can correct their errors if any occur. The third function is 

direction maintenance function. While learners are learning, they sometimes focus on 

other tasks, therefore it is the teacher’s task to keep the learners focus on the task. The 

fourth function of scaffolding is marking critical features. During this function, the 

teacher draws learners’ attention to relevant areas of the task. This is to pull the 

product of the learner’s task to a correct production. The fifth function is frustration 

control, this serves as lessening the stress levels of learners during the task. This is 

because performing a task with the help or guidance by the teacher should be less 

stress. The last function of scaffolding is demonstration. In this function, the teacher 

models the solution of the task to the learners. 

To conclude, learning is a social process and the origination of human 

intelligence in society or culture. Social interaction plays a fundamental role in the 

development of cognition. Vygotsky believed that when learners receive sufficient 
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interaction from the society, learners can step into the potential development level. It 

was suggested that if teachers are willing to create successful interaction for their 

students, they can help students by asking them questions. These questions could be 

about what they have learned or received. Teachers may provide prompts to help 

students create a response to create successful interaction. 

In conclusion, the interaction theory and sociocultural theory are important 

in explaining how interaction enhances language development. Long believed in input 

and interaction playing a vital role in second language acquisition. He believed that 

with modified input and modified interaction, second language learners would learn 

effectively. However, Vygotsky looked at the language mediating cognitive 

development, and supported the belief of the Long’s interaction theory. Corrective 

feedback plays a vital role in interaction in language classroom. This statement is 

supported by the two theories discussed above. This is because both theories claim that 

interaction helps second language learners learn their target language effectively.   

  

 

2.1.4 Corrective Feedback 

One factor that teachers should provide learners when looking at how 

language is learned is ‘corrective feedback’. Corrective Feedback is defined in two 

different perspectives. Hattie and Timperley (2007) have defined corrective feedback 

as “information provided by an agent with respect to one’s performance or 

understanding” (2007, p.81). Another definition has been defined by Richards and 

Schmidt (2002), “any information that provides information on the result of behavior” 

(p.210). These definitions have referred to corrective feedback as information 

provided to learners on a result of performance. 

Corrective feedback has a great influence on the way teachers teach or 

learners learn a language. This claim has been supported by the studies on immersion 

programs which has been studied by Lyster and Ranta (1997). Lyster and Ranta’s 

research has pointed out that many researches have focused on corrective feedback (de 

Gortari & Tedick, 1998). This was to answer the questions proposed by Hendrickson 

(1978). The questions were about whether the errors of the learners should be 

corrected, when and which type of errors should be corrected, how and who should do 
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the correcting. These questions though have been studied over 20 years especially in 

L2 classrooms but the answers to these questions have been found to be complicated. 

Due to this complication, Lyster and Ranta have provided a framework of corrective 

feedback which this framework consisted of six types of corrective feedback. 

The first type of corrective feedback in Lyster and Ranta's framework was 

‘Explicit correction’. It is defined when the Teacher tells the student the answer was 

incorrect and providing them with the correct response, an example of this is provided 

in example 2.3:  

 

 Example 2.3 

         Teacher: Which songs are you ready to sing together?  

        Student: I don’t practice this song  

        Teacher: You mean I didn’t practice this song (Explicit correction) 

      Student: Oh sorry! Yes I didn’t practice this song.  

        (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

 

The second type of corrective feedback in the framework was 'Recast'. The 

teacher does not inform the student about the incorrect answer but provided them with 

the correct answer, an example of this is provided in example 2.4: 

 Example 2.4 

 Teacher: What did he become when he grew up?  

 Student: He be a doctor. 

 Teacher: He became a doctor. (Recast) 

 Student: No reaction  

        (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

 

 The third type of corrective feedback in the framework was 

'Metalinguistic clues'. This was when the teacher provided prompt questions to lead 

students to the correct respond. An example is provided in example 2.5: 

 

 Example 2.5 

 Student: Why did stop running?  
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Teacher: Who stopped? Subject of sentence (Meta-linguistic clues) 

Student: Why did he stop running?  

        (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

The fourth type of corrective feedback in the framework was 'Elicitation'. 

This was when the teacher tried to provide learners with prompt questions to complete 

or correct their utterances. An example is provided in example 2.6: 

 

Example 2.6 

 Student: Tom and his grandmother was ready.  

 Teacher: Was ready? Two people (Elicitation) 

 Student: Yes, were ready.   

        (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

The next type of corrective feedback in Lyster and Ranta's framework 

(1997) was 'Repetition'. This was when the teacher repeated the learner's error and 

inserted in an intonation to get the learner's attention. An example is provided in 

example 2.7. 

 Example 2.7 

 Teacher: Why are you going to your grandmother's home?  

 Student: I am going to my grandmother's home it visit?  

 Teacher: It visit (with rising intonation) (Repetition)  

 Student: To visit 

        (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

The last type of corrective feedback in the framework was 'Clarification 

request'. These are questions which aware the learner that a message was 

misunderstood. The learner is required to reformulate their response. An example is 

provided in example 2.8: 

Example 2.8 

 Teacher: What are you going to do if the weather is sunny?  

 Student: We put on coat  

  Teacher: What? (Clarification request) 

  Student: (Silent)  

  Teacher: I'm going to park, tell about your activities  
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  Student: Yes, I am going to work with my friend  

 Teacher: What? You are going to work with your friend? (Clarification 

request) 

         Student: Yes, um, (hesitation) I am playing.       

   (Lyster and Ranta, 1997) 

 A summary of Lyster and Ranta’s framework of teacher’s corrective 

feedback was presented in Table 2.2: 

 

Table 2.2 Lyster and Ranta’s framework of teacher’s corrective feedback 

 Teacher 

corrective 

feedback 

Definition 

 

Example 

 

1 Explicit correction 

Clearly identifying that the 

student’s utterance was incorrect, 

the teacher provides the correct 

utterance. 

 

Teacher: You mean I 

didn’t practice this song 

 

2 Recast 

Not identifying that the student’s 

utterance was incorrect, the 

teacher provides the correct 

utterance. 

Teacher: He became a 

doctor. 

 

3 
Metalinguistic 

clues 

Without providing that the 

utterance has been wrong, the 

teacher provides questions or 

comments relate to the utterance. 

Teacher: Who stopped? 

Subject of sentence 

 

4 Elicitation 

The teacher elicits the correct 

form from the student by asking 

or pausing to allow learners to 

correct their utterances. 

Teacher: Was ready? 

Two people 

5 
Repetition 

 

The teacher repeats the learner's 

error and puts in an intonation to 

get the learner's attention. 

 

Teacher: It visit (with 

rising intonation) 
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Table 2.2 Lyster and Ranta’s framework of teacher’s corrective feedback (cont.) 

 Teacher 

corrective 

feedback 

Definition 

 

Example 

 

6 
Clarification 

request 

By using questions, the teacher 

allows learners to realize that 

their utterance has not been 

understood and that a correction 

needs to be made. 

Teacher: What? You 

are going to work with 

your friend? 

 

 

 Althobaiti and Gitsaki (2010) grouped corrective feedback into seven 

different types, explicit correction, clarification request, metalinguistic clues, recast, 

elicitation, modeling, and repetition. They looked at the effectiveness of these 

corrective feedback towards the uptake of different level of learners which were 

beginners and intermediate learners of English. Althobaiti and Gitsaki revealed that 

the type of corrective feedback can be related to the type of mistake/error made by the 

learners. 

Although even if there are other categorization, Lyster and Ranta’s 

framework is chosen as the framework for the study due to its credential. It has been 

found that many researches have used Lyster and Ranta’s framework to categorize the 

corrective feedback found in classroom. Another reason for choosing this framework 

is that Lyster and Ranta provide clear and detailed definitions and examples to 

categorize corrective feedback. In Lyster and Ranta’s framework of corrective 

feedback, the type of corrective feedback all provide advantages and disadvantages in 

using them (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). An example of this is if recasts are used with 

higher-proficiency level of learners, it might not help with the learners’ uptake 

because it does not promote any self-correction. However, if elicitation is used with 

low-proficiency learners, they might not understand the feedback and not uptake. 

These two examples illustrated that each type of corrective feedback needed to be 

considered by the teachers. This was because not every type of corrective feedback 

was suitable for every learner or context. From this framework, it was interesting to 

see how teachers from different settings use the corrective feedback and to help 
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learners require target language features. 

In conclusion, there are several types corrective feedback used in a 

language classroom. The framework that was used most frequently to describe 

corrective feedback was the Lyster and Ranta’s framework (1997). This framework 

consisted of six different types of corrective feedback, and this framework was used as 

the framework for the study. 

 

 

2.2 Previous Research 
 Various studies have been done on corrective feedback, in second 

language classrooms. One of the studies was done by Lyster and Ranta (1978), in 

which the concern was to look at learner’s uptake or learners’ responses to corrective 

feedback. The learners in the study were students from the immersion program. Their 

problems were that these learners did not attain native like productive skills.  

  In Lyster and Ranta’s data, six types of corrective feedback which was 

presented in the Table 2.3. The data revealed two types of uptake. This included an 

uptake that produces an utterance still needing repair, and the other uptake which 

produces a repair of the error and was repaired by the teacher. By listening to the 

audiotapes which were recorded in class, it was found that teachers responded with 

corrective feedback for 62% out of all the errors. Results revealed that most frequent 

used corrective feedback recast (36%). It was also revealed that students did not 

generate any repairs from receiving recast as the corrective feedback. The following 

table summarizes the results from this study: 
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Table 2.3 Findings of corrective feedback types Lyster and Ranta’ (1978) study 

results. 

Feedback Type All Repairs (%) Students Generated Repairs (%) 

Recast 36% 0% 

Elicitation 23% 43% 

Clarification Request 11% 20% 

Metalinguistic feedback 14% 26% 

Explicit correction 10% 0% 

Repetition 6% 11% 

Source: Lyster and Ranta (1978)  

 

 Lyster and Ranta conclude that recast, and explicit correction did not help 

students to generate repairs. This was because the two types of corrective feedback 

provided students to a direct form which only helped students to repeat the correction. 

The other four types of corrective feedback helped students to generate repairs due to 

them not providing the students with a correct form.  

 From studies (Lyster (2004); Ammar and Spada (2006); Ellis, Lowen and 

Erlam (2006); Lyster and Izquierdo (2009); Nassaji (2009) it was revealed that there 

are some problems using recasts. A problem which was found from using recasts was 

that it resulted in the lowest uptake. For example, in Panova and Lyster’s (2002) 

research the amount of uptake was only 31% when recast was used. The remaining 

types of corrective feedback resulted in over 70% of uptake. The low uptake 

percentage was not only found in students learning in immersion programs, but also in 

non-immersion programs. From this it was seen that student’s uptake when the teacher 

provides appropriate feedback. 

 Recast was found to be the most frequently used corrective feedback type 

in the English classroom. However, it was inconclusive if recast was the most 

effective technique to enhance classroom interaction. Lyster and Ranta suggested that 

the using corrective feedback effectively depended on 4 factors. These included 

consideration of the context, becoming aware of current practices of the teachers, 

practicing variety of corrective feedback techniques, and focusing on the learners by 

giving them more time to self-correct their errors.  
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frequently in his class. Whereas the EFL class used a wide range of corrective 

feedback in her class. From the results of Milla and Mayo’s study the difference in 

contexts and gender affected the types of corrective feedback which were used in the 

classrooms.   

 

 

2.3 Summary 

 To conclude, corrective feedback has gained a great interest in education. 

This was because of its vital role in language classrooms, and corrective feedback 

being a part of the interaction cycle. There are several types of corrective feedbacks 

found in classrooms, however the most frequent framework used to categorize the 

corrective feedback is Lyster and Ranta’s framework (1987). The framework consisted 

of six types of corrective feedback which were Explicit correction, Recast, 

Metalinguistic clues, Elicitation, Repetition and, Clarification request. Many 

researches have been done to study the use of corrective feedback. Some studies have 

revealed problems of the effects of each type of corrective feedback on the uptake of 

the learners.  

 The next chapter presents the research methodology of the current study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Julia Simhony  Research Methodology / 28 
 

  

CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 This chapter describes the research methodology of the present study. The 

chapter starts with the research context and is followed by the study instrument. The 

chapter then describes data collection method, data analysis procedures, and ends with 

the chapter summary. 

 

 

3.1 Research Context  

 The present study attempted to investigate the corrective feedback used by 

teachers in two English language classrooms, labeled as EFL and International 

classrooms. The criteria used to select the school settings are based on three factors. 

These factors consist of 1) schools that are located in northern Thailand. This is due to 

the average English O-NET score in northern region of Thailand is second place after 

the average score in Bangkok (NIETS, 2017). Chiang Mai and Chiang Rai schools 

were selected due to both provinces having high average score of English O-NET 

examination (NIETS, 2017). 2) The international school has a native English teacher, 

while the EFL school has a non - native English teacher, and 3) students from the 

formal operational stage who have sufficient vocabulary and are not affected by 

examinations (i.e., the students were not in preparation for any standardized or 

national tests, to avoid teachers’ excess of corrective feedbacks). As a result, two 

schools have been selected. These two schools were selected randomly from a list of 

international schools and Thai public schools located in the provinces of Chiang Mai 

and Chiang Rai. After randomly selecting schools, some schools refused to take part in 

the research. The EFL school is a public school which accepted to take part in the 

study is located in Chiang Rai province. The international school is in outer Chiang 

Mai metropolitan. Participants in the study were teachers and students in both 

classroom settings. The contexts of both classrooms are provided as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.   M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 29 
 

3.1.1 The EFL Classroom 

The EFL School is a public school located in Chiang Rai province of 

Thailand. The school had students from Matthayomsuksa 1 (Grade 7) to 

Matthayomsuksa 6 (Grade 12). The target EFL classroom is an English Program (EP). 

The EP program is an intensive English program. English is used as a medium of 

instruction in the main five subjects including English, Mathematics, Physical 

Education, Health Education, and Social Studies. The main objective of the EP 

program, as stated by the school, is to promote students’ skills of English including 

speaking, listening, reading, and writing.  

There were two programs for Matthayomsuksa 4 to 6 students to choose. 

These included program A and program B. Program A was a science track, and the 

program B was a math-English track. The target classroom for this study was one 

program B class.  

 

3.1.2The International classroom 

The international English classroom was an English literature class for 

grade 11 students in an international school located in outer Chiang Mai metropolitan. 

The school teaches students from kindergarten 1 to grade 12. The school was divided 

into two sub-schools: ‘Junior School’ and ‘Senior School’.  Kindergarten 1 to grade 6 

are placed in the Junior School while grade 7 to grade 12 are in the senior school. 

Therefore, the target classroom in this study, grade 11, is in the senior school. Grade 

11 students were chosen as the group of participants because students at this level are 

at the formal operational stage. During this stage, corrective feedback is very 

important because the intelligence develops through logical use of language. 

The full International baccalaureate diploma program which students in the 

11th and 12th grade attend consists of three elements which are the Theory of 

Knowledge (ToK), an extended essay, and Creativity, Action, Service (CAS). During 

these two years, students are required to take six subjects, three subjects must be at the 

higher level (HL), which consists of 240 hours of teaching, and the other three subjects 

must be at the standard level (SL), which consists of 150 hours of teaching.  

According to the basic education curriculum in 2001, students at this level 

are required to be able to do complex skills in English which include being able to 
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analyze and compare, choosing the language, tone of voice, and gestures, and being 

able to discuss different and taught topics in English (Ministry of Education, 2001). 

Being able to analyse, compare, discuss and knowing about the type of language, tone 

of voice and gestures was important because all skills were required to receive various 

types of corrective feedback from teachers. 

 

 

3.2 Participants 

 The participants are broken up into two groups according to the data 

collection methods which are classroom observation and interview. 

  

 3.2.1 Classroom observation 

3.2.1.1 Twenty-five EFL students studying English and 1 

teacher. 

3.2.1.2 Eight International students studying English literature 

and 1 teacher  

3.2.2 Interview 

 Two teachers from both classes were invited to interview. They both 

accepted the invitation and signed a consent form. 

To compare two different classrooms according to the objective of the study, a Thai 

school and an international school was recruited to see differences among the two 

different contexts.  

 

 

3.3 Study Instruments  

 Before the data collecting process, the study was through the MU-IRB 

approval for the study. This was to see whether the study itself and all tools used were 

ethical and would not harmful for the participants in anyway. 
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 3.3.1 Non-Participant Observation Form 

 The researcher used the non-participant observation form to collect data on 

the corrective feedback used by teachers in classes. Non-participant observation was 

chosen in this study as the researcher wanted to avoid making the teachers and 

students feel uncomfortable in the class. Non-participant observation was referred to 

as a “data collection method which the researcher enters a social system to observe 

events, activities, and interaction with the aim of gaining a direct understanding of a 

phenomenon in its natural context” (Liu &   Maitlis, 2010, p.3).  

 An observation form was used to help the researcher record data in the 

class, and it also helped the researcher to focus her attention to specific interaction 

(questions, responses, and corrective feedback) in class. Additionally, the observation 

helped the researcher record down observational. The form was created by the 

researcher, and it consisted of parts of the minutes (time of the class), context of the 

class, and the frequency of corrective feedback found in the class.  The observation 

form is provided in Appendix A. 

 The observation form was developed by the researcher herself under 

guidance of the research supervisors. The researcher started by focusing on what 

needed to be focused on during the observation. Details of the form included a 

classroom seating pattern, minutes of observation, description of what is happening, 

and a check box when corrective feedback is found. The key observation parts were 

placed in the form. The first part consisted of the first ten minutes of the class. During 

this, the only things that had to be observed were the classroom settings and what was 

happening during that period. Minutes 11 to 60 were broken up into description. A 

section for feedback found which the researcher had to cross whenever the researcher 

noticed that a corrective feedback type was used. The last part of the observation form 

was additional notes. This was for the researcher to note anything that was found in 

the classroom. 

  

 3.3.2 Audio recording 

 The researcher used the audio-recording tool during all observations, and 

interviews. Before conducting the interview, it was very important to ask permission 

from the teachers about recording in their classes and during the interview. The EFL 
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teacher was informed about the recording when the researcher went to the school and 

asked whether the researcher could conduct the study. A consent form was provided to 

the teachers before the data was collected (See Appendix D). Both teachers permitted 

the researcher to record the classes that were observed and during the interview with 

the teachers. 

 The recordings were used to record all logues in the classrooms to ensure 

that the researcher did not miss any important input in the classroom.  The recordings 

also helped in the accuracy of data recording and are used as evidence to prove the 

findings of the data. To protect the participants, the findings of the study which 

included audio recordings and transcriptions were promised to be destroyed six 

months after the study has completed. 

 

 3.3.3 Semi-structured interview  

 The interview regarding the use of teacher’s corrective feedback in the 

classroom was conducted with the teachers from both classrooms. The semi-structured 

interview was used as a guideline and a recording instrument. The interview was also 

to clarify the corrective feedback and verify and summarize what was observed in the 

observation.  The questions were based on the knowledge of corrective feedback of the 

teacher and their perception about errors used in the classroom. According to Wengraf 

(2001), interview questions should begin with the knowledge of the interviewee about 

the certain topic. In addition, the interview questions continued about impression in 

the use of corrective feedback and students’ reaction.  There were totally 8 questions 

(see Appendix B for interview questions). 

 The semi-structured interview was composed of three parts. The questions in 

part A, consisted of basic information of the interviewee such as educational 

background, years of experience, years of teaching English for grade 11 students. The 

purpose of part A was to know about the teacher whose background experience of the 

teacher may affect the way of using corrective feedback.  

Part B consisted of questions about the errors found in the classroom. For 

example the type of errors found in Mattayomsuksa 5 (Grade 11), classification used 

to classify each error/mistake, methods of correcting the errors/mistakes. The purpose 

of this part was to gain knowledge about the types of errors/mistakes found in the 
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classes. This is because the types of errors/mistakes in class may affect the teacher’s 

use of corrective feedback.   

Part C consisted of teacher’s impression about the use of teacher’s corrective 

feedback. For example, importance of corrective feedback, type of corrective feedback 

the teacher prefers, the way the teacher chooses to use corrective feedback in the 

classroom. The purpose of the last part was to gain an insight on the perspectives and 

impression on the use of corrective feedback this information showed the importance 

of corrective feedback. 

To verify the content of the interview questions, the questions were proven 

by two English native speakers. The interview questions were modified according to 

the native speakers’ recommendations. 

The reliability of the interview transcription was reached by the approval 

of the respondent after the researcher had successfully transcribed and agreed by the 

teacher. If there were any points to be corrected the researcher adjusted to follow 

native speakers’ suggestions. The suggestions of the two native speakers were to 

delete one of the questions which focused on how the errors/mistakes were classified. 

Both native speakers suggested that the researcher did not focus on mistakes but on 

corrective feedback. 

 

3.3.4 Feedback categorization form 

The feedback differentiation form was design by the researcher after 

transcribing the audio recording.  The form included definitions of each type of 

corrective feedback. This form helped the researcher put records on teachers’ 

corrective feedback according to corrective feedback categories. The researcher used 

Lyster and Ranta’s framework to indicate the types of corrective feedback. See 

Appendix C for the corrective feedback categorization form. 

 The validity of the form was verified by the same group of native speakers 

who assessed the interview questions. The definition of each corrective feedback was 

verified as to their correctness of the content. Changes upon suggestions from the 

experts were welcomed at this stage. The changes that were done upon the suggestions 

of the native speakers were the definitions of the types of corrective feedback. Both 
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native speakers claimed that the definitions were not clear. The final version of the 

form was approved by the English native speakers.  

 The inter-rater reliability of the form was done by an English major 

student. She was asked to categorize different types of corrective feedback from the 

interview transcriptions. During the categorization progress, the inter-rater was trained 

and given the definitions of types of corrective feedback. by the researcher who gave 

the inter-rater the list and definition of Lyster and Ranta’s framework. Examples of the 

types of corrective feedback were provided to the inter-rater. If there was any 

confusion, it was discussed during this training. The inter-rater was free to categorize 

the types of corrective feedback. The inter-rater reliability level was expected at equal 

or above 0.8. If the agreement was below 0.8, the results were discussed and reached 

for a conclusion. However, if there still were disagreements, the researcher and inter-

rater discussed for conclusion, until the agreement was approved by both parties. 

 

 

3.4 Data Collection Procedures 

 After receiving approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) to 

conduct the study, the researcher started collecting data. Two main procedures were 

conducted for data collection.  Prior to data collection process, letters of consent were 

sent to all the participants. This was to ask for the participants permission and for the 

date and time the data to be collected. The two data collection procedures are 

discussed in the following sections each of which is broken up into three parts: pre-

data collection, during data collection, and post data collection: 

  

 3.4.1 Non-participant observation and audio recording 

 1) Pre-data collection 

The researcher decided to conduct the study by using observation and 

audio recording as research tools. The process started by consulting previous studies 

that have used the same tools to look for examples. Then the researcher created an 

observation form (see section 3.3.1). During the creation of the observation form, the 

researcher asked two English native teachers to look at the observation form for 

suggestions. Before the observations, the researcher asked the teachers to sign forms to 
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allow the researcher to collect data. The researcher tried to record sounds by testing 

distance to see if the audio recorder could record the sound at good quality. Before the 

data collection, the researcher trained two teachers about corrective feedback. This 

was to ask them to re-check the categorization form after the data collection was 

completed. 

2) During data collection 

The observation was held four times in both classrooms. However, the 

observations at both schools were not held during the same period. The international 

classroom observation was held first during the four last weeks before the midterm 

presentation. In the meantime, the EFL classroom observation was held four weeks 

before the semester of the second semester ended. The duration of observation for 

each time was one hour. The researcher arrived at the class of observation thirty 

minutes before the class started in order to prepare the audio recorder the observation 

form, and the watch which was used as an indicator if important things happened 

during the observation. When the class observation started, the researcher sat at the 

back of the class not to disturb the class. The recorder was placed beside the table. 

When the class ended, the researcher stopped the audio recorder and checked the 

recording before thanking the teacher and leaving the class. 

3) Post-data collection 

After observation for each class, the researcher transcribed the classroom 

observation by writing it down on pieces of paper. After each classroom observation 

was transcribed, the researcher categorized the types of corrective feedback found in 

each classroom.  

  

3.4.2 Interviewing the teacher  

1) Pre-data collection 

The researcher decided to use semi-structured interview with two teachers 

from the two different contexts. The researcher started by looking at previous studies 

about corrective feedback using semi-structured interview. After that, the researcher 

created nine interview questions which were based on three factors (see section 3.3.3). 

Then the researcher asked an English native teacher to examine the interview 

questions for any adaptations and suggestions. The qualifications of the teachers were 
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that they are native English speakers who have over 5 years of teaching experience 

and studied in either their bachelor degree or certificate of education. After the tool 

was created, the researcher together with a consent form, asked both teachers for 

permission for an interview.  The teachers were informed that the interview was a 

semi-structure interview and that the interview will be held once. The teacher was also 

informed that the researcher would like to conduct an interview session after the first 

classroom observation. Both teachers were informed that an audio recording was 

employed during the interview. Before the interview session began, the researcher 

asked the teachers to sign a consent form. 

2) During data collection 

Before the interview started, the researcher arrived at the place of 

interview ten minutes before the class started in order to set up the audio recorder and 

prepare for asking the questions by reading the questions through. At both schools, the 

interview rooms were the classrooms which the students have left as the place of 

interview. When the teacher arrived, the researcher briefed the teacher about the 

information that was going to be asked during the interview. When the interview 

started, the researcher informed the teacher that if they felt uncomfortable, they should 

say stop, and the interview would stop immediately. During the interview, the 

researcher held a notebook to note down important points. These notes were important 

in any case of an error occurring with the recorder. 

3) Post-data collection 

After the interview, the researcher transcribed the interview record. After 

the transcriptions were completed, the researcher went to both teachers to check if the 

teachers agreed with the answers noted in the recording form so as to validate data 

accuracy.  
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Example 3.1 

Student1: Hello Mai, um do you want to go watch a movie with me 

tomorrow? 

Student2: Sure, what time do you want to go. 

Student1: I want to watch at um 2 o’clock is that ok? 

Student2: I have to bring my mom to the bank at 2 can you wait? 

Student1: Sure I will wait you. 

Teacher: I will wait for you →Recast 

 

From example 3.1, a dialogue between two students was transcribed. 

However, when the student said something wrong, the teacher interrupted the student 

and corrected the student’s error. Verbatim analysis is done by highlighting the 

corrective feedback and putting an arrow to it and stating which type of corrective 

feedback it was. 

 

3.5.2 Frequency of each type of corrective feedback 

The frequency of the corrective feedback used in the classroom by the 

teacher was analyzed in this study. The number of corrective feedbacks from the 

teacher was looked at to achieve the answer to research question 2. The transcription 

of the lesson was used to fill in the feedback differentiation form. This was to see the 

frequency of the corrective feedback found. In the feedback differentiation form, the 

researcher used ticks to identify the frequency of corrective feedback happening. 

These were counted and summed up in the form. However, the counting of the ticks 

was rechecked by an English major bachelor for accuracy. 

  

3.5.3 Calculation of the percentage for each type of corrective 

feedback in the two English classrooms. 

The percentage of the frequency of each corrective feedback type was 

calculated from both classrooms. Afterwards, the percentage was used to compare the 

percentages from both classrooms, to answer the third research question. An example 

of this calculation can be seen from the equation illustrated as follows: 
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29 recast found in the classroom ÷57 Total number of corrective feedback type found ×100 =50.88 

Percentage of recast found in the classroom was 50.88%  

 

From the equation above the number of recasts found in the classroom was 

divided by the total number of corrective feedback type found. Then the number was 

multiplied by 100 to get the percentage of recasts found in the classroom. 

 

3.5.4 Content Analysis of the interview as a compliment to three major 

research questions of the study. 

The researcher used the content analysis to analyze the teacher’s interview 

transcriptions. The interview focused on the teacher's background, teacher’s 

perception about error and mistakes found and impressions about the use of teacher’s 

corrective feedback. From the analysis, the researcher used the data to identify the 

types of corrective feedback used, as well as impression about teacher’s corrective 

feedback. The analysis supported and gave detailed explanation on the similarities and 

differences found among two different classrooms. This was done by comparing the 

answers of the two teachers by putting the transcriptions of interview into an excel 

document as seen in figure 3.1. 

 

 

3.6 Summary 

To conclude, to answer the three research questions of the study, four 

different methods were used to collect data. The methods included non-participant 

observation, audio recording, semi-structured interview and a feedback categorization 

form was used. The two main tools that the researcher used in the study were non-

participant observation, and the feedback categorization form. This was because the 

non-participant observation provided the researcher with observational data (i.e. facial 

expressions) classroom seating, and the environment of the classroom. The feedback 

categorization form helped the researcher categorize the corrective feedback found and 

helped identify frequency of each type of corrective feedback. 

The next chapter discusses the findings of the study to answer the three 

research questions. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

  

 

 This chapter presents the results of the current study. The chapter is 

organized in four parts, consisting of the settings of the two classrooms and the other 

three parts for each research question. 

 

 

4.1 Settings of the two different classrooms 

 In this study, the researcher focused on an investigation of the different 

usage of corrective feedback in two classroom settings, including an EFL classroom 

and an international classroom context. The EFL classroom is in a public school 

located in Chiang Rai province of northern Thailand. The school accepts students from 

Matthayomsuksa 1 to Matthayomsuksa 6 (grade 7 to grade 12). The medium of 

communication and instruction was Thai, in exception for foreign language classes 

where target languages were used in combination with Thai. As reported by the 

teacher, no class is conducted solely in the target foreign language. The international 

classroom is in a private school located in Chiang Mai province of Northern Thailand. 

The school has students from Kindergarten 1 to Grade 12. The medium of 

communication was English. In other words, all class in the international school are 

conducted in English, where only exception of the Thai subject courses. As mentioned 

in Chapter 3, the participants of the study were grade 11 students (equivalent to 

Matthayomsuksa 5 students). The researcher observed English subject class of both 

schools. Differences between these two classes such as class size, class settings, 

teacher position, teacher-student interaction, and language used in the classrooms are 

presented in the following sections.  
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4.1.3 Teacher’s Position and Teacher-Students’ Interaction 

Another difference which was observed was the position of the teachers in 

the two classes. The position of the EFL teacher was mostly standing in front of the 

class while she was teaching. When students were asked to complete activities the 

teacher walked around the class to ask students if they understood the activities, and to 

observe the students working. The international teacher though was sitting on the same 

table as the students but in a front position of the class during discussions and 

teaching. During the class if the students asked questions or needed help the teacher 

approached the student and stood beside the student.  

The interaction between the teacher and the students in the two classrooms 

differed. In the EFL classroom, it was observed that the teacher was the center of the 

class. This was seen from the teacher’s role which during class the teacher leads the 

classes and the students did not have much interaction with the teacher during class.  

In the EFL classroom, the teacher was the center of the classroom, this was 

noticed from the observation that the teacher led discussions and lessons. From the 

observation, it was noticed that students did not interact with their peers unless they 

were asked questions by the teacher.  

There were three sequences in the EFL classroom. The first one was at the 

beginning of the classes students started by greeting the teacher and the teacher asking 

students to turn to their textbooks. While the students turned to their textbooks, the 

teacher talked with them about school activities in Thai. The second sequence was 

when the teachers went through the textbook or teaching material with the students. 

The last sequence was when the students were required to complete an activity.  

In the international classroom, the teacher was not the center of the 

classroom. This was noticed from the observation that the teacher gave students 

opportunities to lead discussions among themselves. An example from the teacher 

giving students opportunities is seen in the transcribed dialogue: 

 “I want you to work in two groups and discuss about the topics that I’ve 

listed on the board. I’ll give you 15 minutes while you’re working. I will run down and 

photocopy an exercise that I’ve prepared for you (Observation 3, 18th minute).”  

Apart from the layout and interaction, the international teacher provided 

students a warm up session by allowing students to talk at the beginning of the class. 
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At the beginning of the class the teacher talked with the students about things that 

happened to them ‘So how was TOK day? Did you have fun?’ (2nd observation, minute 

1) or about the things the teacher heard that students were talking about while she 

came into the class. Another thing that was done by the teacher was that students were 

given an opportunity to give feedback to their peers. During this period, the teacher 

would listen and summarize the feedback of the students at the end of the feedback 

session. 

There were four sequences in the international classroom. The first 

sequence was when the teacher came in the class. She talked with students about their 

days or weekends. The second sequence was when the teacher wrote sets of 

sentences/vocabulary on to the board, or handed out paper. Then the teacher asked 

students to discuss among themselves or among the whole class. The third sequence 

was when the teacher asked learners to work on a project individually or in pairs. In 

two of the observed classes this project was their midterm project. Whereas, in the 

other two classes it was a class project. The last sequence was when the teacher 

wrapped up the class and informed students about their homework. In one of the 

classes the last sequence was when the teacher asked students to present their outline 

of midterm project to the class and peer feedback was required. 

 

4.1.4 Language Used in the Classroom 

The last difference according to the two classroom settings was the 

language used in the classroom. The lesson that was observed was English in both 

classrooms, however in the EFL context it was observed that the language that was 

used among both the teacher and students were both Thai and English. The teacher 

used Thai to assign exercises to the students, and the teacher also used Thai to 

translate vocabulary, or text that students did not understand. The EFL teacher 

switched to Thai every time they asked a question and the students did not reply to the 

question, from the observation it was also noticed that when a new term was taught, 

the teacher translated the term to Thai or ask the students to translate the word to Thai. 

During class, it was also noticed that students used Thai to communicate among 

themselves. 
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In the international classroom, it was noticed that only English was used 

by both the teacher and the students. From the observation, it was noticed that the 

students also communicated in English before the teacher entered the classroom. 

Although there were some things that were not understood by some students, the 

teacher rephrased the sentence or term, or tried to explain the text in English. An 

example of this was when the teacher asked students to complete a form which was 

filled with beliefs of the 1940s and the teacher asked students to fill in the beliefs with 

four different terms. When the students started working, the teacher walked around the 

classroom and then moved back to the center of the table. The teacher asked the 

students if they understood the word which two of the students did not understand the 

terms. Then the teacher discussed the terms with the whole class before she let the 

students work on their assignments.  

The difference found between the two classroom settings were the 

teachers-students interaction, classroom sequences and the language used in the 

classrooms. In the EFL classroom the teacher was the center of the class, whereas the 

international teacher was not the center of the class. The number of sequence differed 

in the two classrooms, the EFL had three sequences whereas the international had 

four. There were in total three research questions proposed to achieve the purpose of 

the present study, which the next section will discuss the answers towards each 

research question. 

 

 

4.2 Research Question I: Which types of the teacher’s corrective 

feedback are used in two different classrooms?  

The EFL context found in total six types of corrective feedback these 

consisted of Explicit correction, Recast, Metalinguistic Clues, Elicitation, Repetition, 

and Clarification request. This was in line with the types of corrective feedback found 

in the international classroom. The international classroom found in total six types of 

corrective feedback. Definitions of the different types of corrective feedback and 

examples are provided in the following sections. 
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Whenever Explicit correction was used in the classes the teachers 

explicitly indicated that the student’s utterance was wrong, the teacher then corrected 

the student’s utterance. An example of Explicit correction found from the EFL 

classroom was the student answered the teacher a question. This question was about a 

reading they have completed, the student mispronounced the word as follows: 

 

Student: David likes to lides horses.  (phonological error) 

Teacher: Not lides it’s rides. 

An example of explicit correction found in the international classroom was when the 

students were discussing a novel. Information about the novel had to be presented as 

the student’s midterm project. The student used a wrong word to describe their idea as 

follows: 

Student: Women used and rejected by men is almost a theme in the novel.  

(wrong modifier) 

Teacher: Not almost, it is. 

  

Recasts were used by teachers in class when they did not identify that the 

student’s utterance was wrong; however, the teacher corrected the student’s utterance. 

An example of recast found in the EFL classroom was in conversations.  The students 

had to perform the dialogue in front of the class and the teacher corrected the student’s 

utterance. 

 

Student: I will wait you.  (wrong tense) 

Teacher: I will wait for you. 

 

An example of recast found in the international classroom was while the student was 

reading out an answer. This was an answer written to answer a question that the 

teacher has given them to write. 

 

Student:... develops the understanding to have an equal trade. 

 Teacher: of having an equal trade 
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 Metalinguistic clue was used by the teachers without providing clues to 

the students that the utterance was wrong. Teachers provided questions or comments 

related to the correct utterance leading students to correct theirs. An example of a 

metalinguistic clue found in the EFL classroom was when the student answered a 

comprehension question. The answer required a preposition to the answer.  

 

 Student: Kingkong is a meter tall. 

 Teacher: Preposition? (the correct form is ‘It is a meter tall.’) 

 

An example of metalinguistic clue that was found in the international 

classroom was when one of the eight students read their essay out to the whole class 

and used the wrong tense in their writing. The teacher questioned the student while the 

student was reading. 

 

 Student: Regarded with awe yet Hagar’s vanity drive her mad. 

 Teacher: Tense? (The correct form is ‘drove’) 

 

 Elicitation was used by the teacher to highlight the correct form to the 

student by asking or pausing to allow the students to correct their utterances. This 

differed from Metalinguistic clues because the answer required more than yes or no 

answers. An example of elicitation found in the EFL classroom was when the student 

answered a comprehension question, the teacher used metalinguistic clues 

immediately after the utterance was completed. 

 

Student: David from Toronto Canada. 

 Teacher: David (teacher pauses) verb? (in Thai) from Toronto Canada. 

 

An example of elicitation clues was found while the student was reading 

out their idea about one of the characters which she would use to discuss in her mid-

term presentation. The teacher looked at the student for about two seconds. She then 

used a metalinguistic clue feedback. 

 

Student: Morrison puts an emphasis on the physically overwhelming hunt. 
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Teacher: puts an emphasis on the physically (teacher pauses and uses 

hand gesture) hunt? 

 Student: demanding hunt. 

 The next type of corrective feedback that found in the two classrooms was 

repetition. A repetition was identified when the teacher repeated the student’s error 

with a rising tone to get the student’s attention. An example of repetition found in the 

EFL classroom was while students presenting their dialogue to the class. The teacher 

repeated the utterance immediately once the wrong utterance was made. 

 

Student: I will call you next day. 

  Teacher: Next day? 

 

An example of repetition found in the international classroom was when 

the student answered a comprehension question about the novel the class had been 

reading. The teacher immediately used repetition after the student had misinterpreted 

the answer. 

 

Student: The author is trying to send a message to the audience of the 

book. 

Teacher: audience? 

 

 The last type of corrective feedback was clarification request. It was used 

by the teachers by using questions which allowed learners to realize that their 

utterance has not been understood and that a correction needs to be made. An example 

of clarification request found in the international classroom was while the student was 

reading out their reading text to the class. The teacher asked a question immediately 

after the student had made a mistake. 

  

Student: There are exhaibition (wrong pronunciation) 

Teacher: What? 
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In the international classroom, an example of clarification request was 

found when the student answered a question about the main character of the text the 

class was reading. However, the answer was incomplete. 

Student: She is able to preserve the link to the family’s forgotten past. 

Teacher: How? 

Both the EFL teacher and the international English literature teacher were 

not aware what type of the corrective feedback was when they were asked about the 

definition of corrective feedback. During the interview sessions, it was found that 

teachers could define feedback as a general term. From the interviews, it was seen that 

both teachers found corrective feedback very important towards teaching English. The 

international teacher claimed that it was important for teachers to use variety types of 

feedback because one type of feedback is not always effective for every student 

learning.  

 

 

4.3 Research Question II: What are the frequencies of each type of 

teacher’s corrective feedback used in the two different classrooms? 

 

Table 4.2 Frequency of Corrective Feedback found in EFL Classrooms (Dates of 

observation are provided in the parenthesis) 

 Class 1 

(14.2.2017) 

Class 2 

(21.2.2017) 

Class 3 

(23.2.2017) 

Class 4 

(28.2.2017) 
Total 

Explicit 

Correction 

3 3 2 2 10 

Recast 9 5 9 6 29 

Clarification 

Request 

4 1 3 1 9 

Metalinguistic 

Clues 

0 1 1 0 2 

Elicitation 1 0 1 0 2 

Repetition 2 0 0 3 5 

Total 19 10 16 12 57 
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 Table 4.2 illustrates the frequency of corrective feedback found in each 

EFL class that was observed. The researcher observed the EFL school four times. The 

EFL classroom was observed at the last month of the Grade 11 year. There were in 

total six types of corrective feedback found in the EFL classroom. The total of 

corrective feedback found from the four observations was 57. The most used 

corrective feedback type found was recasts. The other two types of corrective 

feedback were metalinguistic clues and elicitation.  The metalinguistic clues were 

found in the second and third observation. Elicitations were found in the first and third 

observation.  

 

Table 4.3 Frequency of Corrective Feedback found in international Classrooms (Dates 

of observation are provided in the parenthesis) 

 Class 1 

(12.1.2017) 

Class 2 

(16.1.2017) 

Class 3 

(25.1.2017) 

Class 4 

(26.1.2017) 
Total 

Explicit 

Correction 

6 10 9 4 29 

Recast 3 14 19 3 39 

Clarification 

Request 

7 17 0 6 30 

Metalinguistic 

Clues 

11 10 18 22 61 

Elicitation 12 7 23 11 53 

Repetition 0 9 6 8 23 

Total 39 67 75 54 235 

 

Table 4.3 illustrates the frequency of corrective feedback found in each 

international class that was observed. The international classroom was observed four 

times by the observer. The class was observed before the students had to present their 

midterm project. There were in total six types of corrective feedback that were 

revealed from the observations.  The total of corrective feedback found from the four 

observations was 236. The most frequent used type of corrective feedback was 

metalinguistic clues. The corrective feedback type which was used least was 

repetition.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.  M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 51 
 

Table 4.4 Percentage of Corrective Feedback occurrence in the EFL classroom 

Types of Corrective 

Feedback 

Frequency of 

Corrective Feedback 

Type 

Percentage of Corrective 

Feedback occurrence in 

the EFL classroom 

Explicit Correction 10 17.54% 

Recast 29 50.88% 

Clarification Request 9 15.79% 

Metalinguistic Clues 2 3.51% 

Elicitation 2 3.51% 

Repetition 5 8.78% 

Total 

(N=57) 

  

Table 4.4 illustrates the frequency of different types of corrective feedback 

found in the EFL classroom. The data was collected from 4 lessons of observation and 

audio recordings.  From four 40-minute classes., there were in total 57 corrective 

feedbacks found.  

From the table, the most frequently used feedback type in the four lessons 

was recasts (50.88%). Recasts were mostly used in the class while the students 

presented answers towards their exercises on the whiteboard; the teacher corrected the 

students by telling them the correct answer after she noticed a mistake. Metalinguistic 

clue and elicitation were among the least favorite types of feedback for the teachers, 

with total number of 2 times for each type across 4 lessons.  
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Table 4.5 Frequency and Percentage of Corrective Feedback occurrence in the 

international classroom 

Types of Corrective 

Feedback 

Frequency of 

Corrective Feedback 

Type 

Percentage of Corrective 

Feedback occurrence in 

the international 

classroom 

Explicit Correction 29 12.29% 

Recast 40 16.95% 

Metalinguistic Clues 61 25.84% 

Elicitation 53 22.46% 

Repetition 23 9.75% 

Clarification Request 30 12.71% 

Total 

(N=236) 

 

Table 4.5 illustrates the frequency of different types of corrective feedback 

found in the international classroom. The data was collected from four lessons of 

observation and audio recordings which each lesson consisted of 60 minutes. There 

were in total 236 corrective feedback found from the four lessons of English observed.  

From the interview, the teachers revealed that corrective feedback about 

student’s grammar and word choices were mostly given through written feedback. 

This is because the students mostly used the wrong type of language for example in a 

formal essay most students use oral language while writing their essay. However, from 

this it could be seen that the teacher was not aware that she used corrective feedback in 

her class orally as well.  
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The difference revealed from graph 4.1 was the difference in the use of 

corrective feedback. From the graph the most frequently used type and the least used 

type of corrective feedback in the two classrooms differed. The gray bars which 

represented the international classroom revealed that the most frequently type of 

corrective feedback was metalinguistic clues (25.84%). Whereas the least frequently 

used type of corrective feedback was repetition (9.75%). The white bars which 

represented the EFL classroom revealed that the most frequently type used was recasts 

(50.88%). Whereas the least frequent used type of corrective feedback was 

clarification request (3.51%) and metalinguistic clue (3.51%). 

 Graph 4.1 revealed differences and similarities from the frequency, so did 

the interview with both teachers. 

 

 

4.5 Findings from the interview 

After the first lesson of both classrooms were observed the researcher 

conducted a semi-structured interview with the teachers. Eight questions were asked to 

both teachers. After the interview the researcher transcribed the recorded interview. A 

content analysis was conducted after the transcription was completed. The responses 

of the teachers revealed similarities and differences about the method of teaching and 

corrective feedback given in the classrooms.  

The first question that was asked to both teachers was about their 

background. The EFL teacher completed her bachelor degree in English from a higher 

institution and completed her master's degree in Law in Thailand. The international 

teacher completed her bachelor degree in English literature in England and completed 

a General Course of Education (GCE) course in Education. 

The next question was about their working experience. The EFL teacher 

taught English for 11 years whereas the international teacher has taught English and 

English literature for 18 years. Both teachers rated their teaching proficiency as 8 out 

of 10, indicating a fairly high competence. The EFL teacher said that she rated her 

English proficiency 8 because she still lacks grammatical skills. She claimed that she 
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found difficulties in completing O-net exams when she goes through the exams. The 

international teacher did not provide a reason toward her rating.  

When the teachers were asked about corrective feedback they were both 

not sure about the term. The EFL teacher reported that when she thought of corrective 

feedback she thought of giving feedback to her students about their grammatical skills. 

This was because her students did not know about their tenses and had difficulty 

understanding texts in class. Whereas the international teacher thought of corrective 

feedback as being an interesting term, but she was only aware of feedback not 

corrective feedback. She claimed, 

 

“That’s a really interesting term I usually use the word feedback I don't 

necessary think of the term corrective feedback.” 

 

 The interviewer asked both teachers about how they corrected the errors or 

mistakes made by their students. The EFL teacher reported that she told the students 

that they were wrong and provided the correct answer to them immediately (for 

example about their pronunciation or spelling). She also furthered that she tried to 

bring in a dictionary to class so when the students misunderstood any term she would 

turn to the dictionary meaning. The international teacher said that she did not tell the 

students directly that they were wrong. If students handed in writing electronically she 

would comment on their work. When she met her student, she would always try to 

give them face to face feedback to tell them where they need to correct their language 

and how to improve their writing.   

 At the end of the interview both teachers were asked about further 

suggestions about corrective feedback. The EFL teacher did not have any further 

suggestions. The international teacher suggested that she would advise teachers to vary 

their ways of giving feedback, 

“...students really get tired of having the same kind of feedback we often 

combine the idea of feedback with reflection, like we give the students feedback and 

they reflect but you need to make sure that the feedback is being heard so often we'll 

get written feedback but it will be great if you have time to sit next to the student and 

to say ok so what questions have you got about my feedback or even to give 
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assessment back and sit with the students, I think oral feedback or giving feedback to 

the students face by face can really be powerful.” 

 

 

4.6 Other Remarks 

 From the eight observations, all three research questions were answered. 

However, teachers were not always the source of feedback provider. The researcher 

found that during the classroom observations, students also gave corrective feedback 

to their classmate. This is so-called "peer corrective feedback". Peer corrective 

feedback was used in total 42 times. Students gave information about the error to their 

friends in this type of corrective feedback (Him? Do you mean her?). This type of 

corrective feedback was found in both classrooms, but students used Thai to give this 

type of feedback in the EFL classroom. In the international classroom peer corrective 

feedback was provided in English.  

 

 

4.7 Summary 

 To conclude, four classroom observations were done for each context. The 

total number of corrective feedback observed in the EFL context was 57, whereas in 

the international context the total number was 236. The frequency of using corrective 

feedback was one of the differences found among the teacher’s use of corrective 

feedback. There were other differences found among the classroom. These included 

the method of addressing students mistake and the perspective on the importance of 

corrective feedback in English teaching.  

However, from the results it was seen that six types of corrective feedback 

were used in both contexts, including explicit correction, recast, metalinguistic cues, 

elicitation, repetition and clarification request. Results from the interview from both 

teachers revealed that the teachers had different focuses on what to correct to their 

students. Additionally, from the observation, an unintended finding was revealed. This 

was the peer corrective feedback. From classroom observation it was found that 

students in the EFL classroom used peer corrective feedback in their L1 (Thai). The 
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international classroom used peer corrective feedback in their target language 

(English).  

 The next chapter presents the discussion of the study. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

Overview 

This chapter discusses findings of the current study. It starts with a 

summary of the findings, followed by a discussion based on the research questions.  

Teaching implications, limitations, and conclusion of the study are provided later in 

the chapter. 

Feedback is one of the most crucial factors in interaction in the language 

classrooms. During language learning process, teachers assess learners’ progress and 

achievement by their outputs. Before being able to produce target outputs at a 

competence level, errors or mistakes are commonly found in the learners’ outputs 

during their linguistically developmental process. With help of the teacher (or friend) 

to provide some input like corrective feedback, the learners are more likely to be 

aware of their mistakes or errors. It is evident that the feedback is a good resource for 

learners to correct their mistakes or errors. They may eventually internalize and are 

able to use the correct form or other aspects of the language through a series of 

practices, with or without help from others. Lyster and Ranta (1997) have provided a 

framework of six types of corrective feedback including explicit correction, recast, 

clarification request, metalinguistic clues, elicitation, and repetition. This is due to the 

different corrective feedback types that serve for different functions.  

Three objectives are articulated in the current study.  Firstly, the current 

study aimed to investigate different types of corrective feedback in two different 

classrooms. The second objective was to identify the frequency of different types of 

teacher’s corrective feedback (explicit correction, recast, clarification request, 

metalinguistic clues, elicitation, and repetition) in two different classrooms. The last 

objective was to describe similarities or differences in the oral use of teacher’s 

corrective feedback in the two different classrooms. 

Participants were students and English teachers from two different 
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classrooms. For the EFL context, there were 25 Matthayomsuksa 5 students and one 

Thai EFL teacher in a Thai public school located in Chiang Rai province of Thailand. 

The other classroom comprised 8 Grade 11 students and one English teacher from an 

international school located in Chiang Mai province. The classes observed in the two 

classrooms were slightly different. That is the class of Matthayomsuksa 5 was English 

language class while that of the Grade 11 was English literature class. Both classes 

were observed four times in a one-month period. One interview session with each 

teacher was conducted so that data gained through observation could be reassured. The 

following sections are organized in seven sections, constituted with the answers of the 

three research questions, teaching implications, limitations of the study, 

recommendations for future studies, and a conclusion. 

 

 

5.1 Research Question I: Which types of the teacher’s corrective 

feedback are used in two different classrooms? 

The findings of the first research question revealed that six types of 

corrective feedback found in the two different classrooms. These types of corrective 

feedback include Explicit correction, Recast, Clarification request, Metalinguistic 

clues, Elicitation, and Repetition. 

 

The findings were in line with the findings of types of corrective feedback 

used in language classrooms from previous studies. Lyster and Ranta (1997). From 18 

hours of observation and recording, they reported that six types of feedback were 

found exactly what are reported in the current study. The methodology of Lyster and 

Ranta shared similarities with the present study. The present study was also supported 

by Milla and Mayo’s study (2013). Their study examined corrective feedback used in 

different classrooms (CLIL classroom and EFL context classroom). From the study, 

they revealed that the six different types of corrective feedback were used in both 

classrooms.  In contrast to the two previous studies, Sheen (2004) reported different 

findings from the current study. Sheen compared four different classroom contexts 

and revealed seven types of corrective feedback that were used frequently in all 

classrooms. These corrective feedback types included Explicit correction, Recast, 
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Clarification, Metalinguistic clue, Elicitation, Repetition, and Translation. Translation 

was also referred to as multiple feedback (Sheen, 2004). This was when a combination 

of corrective feedback types occurred.    

The results to the first research question have revealed that many types of 

corrective feedback used by teachers in their English language, and English literature 

classroom. This was because it is necessary for teachers to vary their use of types of 

corrective feedback in their classes. This is due to different preferences and learning 

styles of the students, and preferences and teaching style of the teachers. For example, 

some students may prefer elicitation and metalinguistic clues to be provided by the 

teachers, so they would eventually figure out the correct aspect of the language by 

themselves. This is because teachers only provide the students with prompt question 

which students need to exercise their knowledge to correct themselves. This claim is in 

line with Kennedy’s study (2010) that teachers tended to provide implicit feedback for 

the students because they believe that the students are able to use their linguistic 

resources to correct their own mistakes. Vice versa, for the students regarded as low 

proficient, the teachers tended to provide more explicit feedback such as explicit 

correction, recasts, and repetition because those teachers wanted to be certain that the 

students would notice the mistake they did and which aspect of the language they need 

to correct. De Gortari and Tedick (1998) claimed that students with low proficiency 

need to be motivated to produce language. De Gorari and Tedick (1998) furthered that 

complex methods or feedback that create student anxiety should not be used. Findings 

of the current study also supported the relationship between the use of types of 

corrective feedback and proficiency skills.  

The international teacher claimed that it was important to vary the types of 

corrective feedback in the classes because students would get bored easily if the 

teacher stayed with the same type of corrective feedback.  

“Um…I think its always important to vary the way you give feedback as 

well, students really get tired of having the same kind of feedback we often combine 

the idea of feedback with reflection, like we give the students feedback and they reflect 

but you need to make sure that the feedback is being heard so often we'll get written 

feedback but it will be great if you have time to sit next to the student and to say ok so 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.   M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 61 
 

what questions have you got about my feedback or even to give assessment back and 

sit with the students.” 

The importance of varying types of corrective feedback was supported by 

de Gortari and Tedick (1998), one of their factors for teachers to choose how to use 

corrective feedback in classrooms is varying the type of corrective feedback because 

employing variety of feedback types may suit learners’ different preferences. 

 

 

5.2 Research Question II: What are the frequencies of each type of 

teacher’ s corrective feedback used in two different classrooms? 

To answer the second research question, the researcher counted the 

frequency of each feedback type from transcriptions recorded from classroom 

observations. The findings revealed that the teacher in the EFL classroom used 

corrective feedback altogether for 57 times. Recast was the most frequently used 

corrective feedback type in the EFL classroom, followed by explicit correction, 

clarification request, repetition and metalinguistic clues. The findings from the EFL 

classroom was in line with the study done by Sheen (2004). Sheen looked at four 

instructional settings where corrective feedback was employed. Three settings were 

data from other studies whereas one of the data was her own. The first setting was a 

French immersion classroom in Canada. The second setting was ESL classroom in 

Canada. The third setting was an intensive ESL classroom in New Zealand, and the 

last setting was a free talking ESL classroom in Korea. All the four settings revealed 

different types of corrective feedback used.  These corrective feedback types consisted 

of Explicit correction, Recast, Clarification request, Metalinguistic clue, Repetition, 

and Translation. However, according to Sheen, recast was found as the most 

frequently used feedback type in the two settings: ESL classes (French immersion) and 

the ESL classroom in Korea.  

In the present study recast was the most frequently used feedback type in 

the EFL classroom setting.  The findings were in line with those of Sheen’s study 

(2009). The reason that teachers preferred to use recast in class was due to limited 

class time (Yoshida, 2008). In a rather short period of time in the classroom, students 
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were not required to correct the utterance, so the lesson could continue without 

interruption. Another reason that teachers preferred recasts was due to students’ low 

proficiency. Kennedy (2010) claimed that students with lower proficiency level did 

not have enough knowledge to correct their own error. This was because recasts do 

not require students to correct their utterance. However, the other types of corrective 

feedback such as metalinguistic clues, elicitation, and clarification require sufficient 

knowledge of the language. Therefore, they suit with higher proficient level students. 

Yoshida (2008) has claimed that teachers preferred recasts because they were afraid 

that students with low proficiency will not be able to self-correct their utterance.   

Regarding international classroom context, a total number of 236 

corrective feedbacks from four classroom observations were found. The most 

frequently used feedback type was metalinguistic clues, whereas repetitions were used 

least. These findings differed from those of Milla and Mayo's (2013), which compared 

Content and Language Integrated learning approach (CLIL) and EFL classrooms. 

Their study revealed that explicit correction was the most frequently used feedback 

type in the CLIL. The findings differed from the present study that the explicit 

correction was one of the least frequently used corrective feedback type in the 

international classroom of the current study. 

The findings from the international classroom revealed that the most 

frequently used of corrective feedback types were metalinguistic clues and elicitation. 

This finding can be interpreted as teachers believe that students with higher English 

proficiency. are able to repair their own errors. This is due to student having sufficient 

linguistic resources and using clues provided by the teacher. This could be done with 

the help from the teachers providing prompts. This was seen from the interview of the 

international teacher who claimed that the students had high English proficiency level; 

therefore, she did not focus on correcting their errors, or local mistakes, as the 

responded. 

“They tend to speak and write quite casually and informally, there English 

is quite good. However, there are lots of informal phrases that gets kicked out rather 

than spelled out, another common error is sentence structure, there are a lot of run on 

sentences lots of error in commar usage and full stops and lots of fragment sentences 

not full sentences, they are the main issues so they are really written issues…They are 
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really good at communicating so if they go on and work in advertising where they do a 

lot of writing, it will be a real key for them to work on their writing, however you still 

go on the process of editing and the online tools which help you correct your errors.” 

 However, if errors occurred she asked their peers to correct the utterance, 

or by giving clues about the error they have made. This practice is supported by the 

previous works of Lyster and Ranta (1997) and Kennedy (2010) who both studied 

corrective feedback in language classrooms. Both studies collected data by observing 

the classroom and have recorded the lessons. Lyster and Ranta and Kennedy have 

claimed that learners with higher proficiency have enough resources to repair their 

errors and utterances. From the findings of the studies, it can be concluded that it is 

important for teachers to estimate the learner’s proficiency level. This is to increase 

the effectiveness of the type of corrective feedback to the learner’s proficiency level.  

 

 

5.3 Research Question III: To what extent are similarities or 

differences in the use of teacher’s corrective feedback found in the 

two classrooms? 

The third research question was to investigate the similarities and 

differences in the use of teacher’s corrective feedback in the two different classrooms. 

The results of the study revealed that two points of differences were found in these 

two different classroom settings. First, the frequency of corrective feedback uses in 

the two classrooms. Based on the findings, it was seen that fewer numbers of 

corrective feedback found in the EFL classroom, as compared to the international 

classroom (i.e., 57 vs 236 times). Possible explanation for fewer corrective feedback 

found in the EFL classrooms maybe due to fewer interactive turns between teacher 

and students. From the observation, it was seen that the teacher in the EFL classroom 

dominated the class and did not sufficiently provide students opportunities to interact 

as many as the teacher in the international classroom. That is to say, about 80 percent 

of the class time was given to teacher’s turn in the EFL classroom. The teacher led the 

lesson, guided learners through activities, and always dictated what students needed to 

do in the classroom. Therefore, the students in the EFL classroom acted as most 
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typical classrooms in Thailand—passive learners. This was in line with 

Kanoksilapatham (2014) who has claimed that characteristics of typical Thai learners 

are that they are passive learners. However, to be fair with the EFL teacher, it needs to 

admit that dynamic interaction requires participation from both teacher and students. 

If the students’ proficiency is low, it is almost impossible for the students to engage in 

a conversation led by the teachers. Therefore, it turns to the answer of the first 

research question that if students were quite low in their proficiency, it is unavoidable 

for the teacher to provide the explicit corrective feedback types to his/her students. In 

contrast, classroom dynamics was found in the international classroom.  The teacher 

always encouraged students to participate in class such as responding to question, 

explaining their ideas, and spending time waiting for the students to figure out 

answers. Therefore, more turn-takings were more in the international classroom than 

those in the EFL classroom. 

The second difference between the two classrooms were the perception of 

the two teachers about the use of corrective feedback. From the interview, it was 

revealed that both teachers found corrective feedback very important for teaching., 

However, the way the teachers focused their corrective feedback differed. This 

difference has occurred maybe due to the different types of classes observed. This 

difference included the focus of the class. The EFL class was an English class which 

focused on language aspects, whereas the international class was a literature class 

which focused on content. 

The third difference between the two classrooms was the classroom layout. 

As seen in figure 4.1 and figure 4.2 the seating arrangements of the students and 

teacher differ between the two classrooms. In the EFL classroom, students were seated 

in 5 rows; each row consisted of 5 tables. The teacher’s table was in the front of the 

classroom. The position of the teacher during the lesson was in front of the class while 

she was teaching. However, while activities were completed the teacher walked 

around the students to see if they understood what they were doing, and observe their 

work. The layout in the international classroom differed from the EFL classroom. The 

classroom did not have a table that was provided for the teacher. The students and the 

teacher sat around the table that was in the center of the class. During lessons the 

teacher was not the center of the class because discussions were commonly led by 
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students.  

From the layout and position of the teacher in the two classes the 

international classroom provided opportunities for students to interact with the teacher 

and with their peers. This was provided by allowing students to discuss among 

themselves after the teacher has given them a task. This was in line with Mackey’s 

claim who has claimed that “through interaction learners gain opportunities to 

understand and use the language that was incomprehensible”.  This differed from the 

EFL classroom which from the result it could be interpreted that the teacher provided 

limited opportunity for students to interact. This could be seen from the EFL class 

being a teacher dominant class, where students had limited opportunity to interact in 

the target language.   

The EFL teacher claimed that she found it very important to give 

corrective feedback about grammatical mistakes, pronunciation, and translation of 

vocabulary. This is because the teacher focused on students being able to pass the 

university written entrance examination. It has long been known that the test items of 

the English language are heavily focused on grammar.  However, the international 

teacher claimed that she found it important to correct student’s language use 

(formality) and students writing style (sentence structures). The international teacher 

claimed that this was because she believed that her students could communicate well. 

However, her students used the wrong type of language in their writing. The 

international teacher also claimed that she found it very important to give face to face 

feedback because it was a powerful tool for students learning since the student would 

take advantage from gesture and paralinguistic cues to help them to figure the meaning 

of the utterances, as well as the target aspect of the language. 

There was a similarity of the use corrective feedback in these two 

classroom settings. The teachers from both classrooms admitted that they have no idea 

about the definition of corrective feedback. However, they reported of using different 

types of corrective feedback in their classes. This is because both teachers never 

attended formal training about the definition of corrective feedback. However, the 

teachers could use corrective feedback in their classrooms. This was due to the 

experience of teaching both teachers had (EFL teacher has taught for 11 years, while 

the international teacher has taught for 18 years). During their years of teaching the 
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teachers could realize what kind of corrections and what kind of feedback could fit the 

learner’s preference, and what to promote students’ language learning. 

From these similarities, it could be seen that it is important for teachers to 

be trained about different teaching methods, as well as different feedback types. This 

may be due to the fact that experience of teaching alone did not help teachers aware of 

corrective feedback. Both teachers used corrective feedback; however, they used 

corrective feedback without knowing the purpose and function of the different types of 

corrective feedback. 

 

 

5.4 Teaching Implications 

The study does not only provide information about teacher’s corrective 

feedback but also helps create awareness about the use of different types of corrective 

feedback. From the observation and interview it was seen that teachers used corrective 

feedback without being aware of the definition of corrective feedback.  During the 

interview sessions, both teachers claimed to not know about the definition of 

corrective feedback. Still, from the observation revealed that the teachers used 

corrective feedback in their classes. This point triggers an awareness to the education 

agency about the need of teacher training on the use of corrective feedback in the 

classroom. This is due to the importance of corrective feedback towards language 

learning. Corrective feedback is a type of scaffolding which is very important in 

language learning. Corrective feedback training should include the definition of 

corrective feedback, importance of corrective feedback, different types of corrective 

feedback, purposes of the types of corrective feedback and benefits of using each type 

of corrective feedback in language classrooms. 

Each type of corrective feedback holds its own benefit for language 

learning. An example of this are four of the six types of corrective feedback 

(clarification request, metalinguistic clues, elicitation, and repetition) promote 

interaction cycle between the teacher and the students. These four types of corrective 

feedback require learners to repair their utterance.  However, two of the six types of 

corrective feedback (explicit correction and recast) suit students who have low 

proficiency and do not have enough resources (Kennedy, 2010). These types of 
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corrective feedback they will gain more resources from the teachers. It is noteworthy 

that these two types of corrective feedback do not require learners to repair their 

utterance. 

 

 

5.5 Limitations 

The present study aimed at studying about teacher’s corrective feedback in 

the EFL classroom and in the international classroom. The data were collected by 

classroom observations and the interview sessions with two teachers. The study 

provided audience about the types of corrective feedback which were used in two 

different classrooms. The findings gave an insight about the difference and similarities 

between the two classrooms. These differences included the frequency of corrective 

feedback type used, and perceptions of teachers. A similarity revealed the types of 

corrective feedback types used in the classrooms while differences were also evident.  

Apart from a very careful research design, the current study still has limitations such 

as the length of observation, study time, and students’ perception of corrective 

feedback were not controlled. 

The first limitation of the study was the number of times the classes were 

observed, and when the observation was held during the semester of the school. The 

EFL classroom was observed 4 weeks before the semester ended. The international 

classroom was observed four weeks before the midterm week. During this period, the 

teacher said that students had to work on their project on their midterm project, so that 

the teacher was not able to give a lot of corrective feedback. The suitable time to 

observe corrective feedback would be the beginning and end of the semester to study 

whether the corrective feedback used were effective. 

The second limitation of the study was that the study did not prolong its 

observation whether the students were able to repair their language after receiving the 

corrective feedback. It is important to assess student self-correction after corrective 

feedback is given. The importance of corrective feedback is that it helps scaffold the 

language learners to produce a successful output. If the students do self-correction 

successfully after the corrective feedback was given, it would imply that corrective 

feedback is highly important for effective language learning.   
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5.6 Recommendations for Future Studies 

From the limitations of the present study (section 5.5), the researcher 

provides three recommendations for future studies about corrective feedback in the 

language classrooms. 

1) Future studies should do a longer span of observation (such as one 

semester) to gain more information about corrective feedback. By observing the 

classroom for one semester, researchers may be able to gain an insight of consistent 

patterns in the use of corrective feedback. It may also provide richer information how 

the use of corrective feedback differs throughout different times of the semester (e.g. 

beginning of the semester, mid-term, and end of the semester).  

2) It is recommended for future researchers to investigate student’s 

viewpoint on corrective feedback used in classrooms.  This should not only include 

teacher’s corrective feedback but also peer corrective feedback. Student’s point of 

view will provide teachers an insight about the preferred types of corrective feedback. 

To include feedback provided by teachers and peers may give clearer picture of how 

feedback are given in the classroom. 

3) Researchers of the future studies are recommended to observe the 

repairs that occur after the learners have received corrective feedback. It is important 

to study the repairs of the students to see whether the corrective feedback types were 

effective. That is to say, the feedback provided was transferred in the future use of by 

the student who received feedback. However, the researcher should not only focus on 

classifying the corrective feedback, but should also classify repair types. These repairs 

are suggested to be classified into unsuccessful repairs and successful repairs. If 

students could generate high frequency of successful repairs, researchers would be 

able to emphasize more on the effectiveness of corrective feedback type in the 

language classrooms.  

 

 

5.7 Conclusion 

To conclude, three objectives were set in the current study: to investigate 

the types of corrective feedback, to identify the frequency, and to compare similarities 

and differences about the use of corrective feedback in two contexts (EFL and 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.   M.A. (Applied Linguistics) / 69 
 

international classroom). Two groups of participants were recruited in the study, 

including students and teachers, to achieve the three objectives. Two data collection 

methods were used. These included non-participant classroom observation and 

interview with the teachers. 

The study has revealed that six types of corrective feedback used in the 

two classrooms. These types included explicit correction, recast, metalinguistic clues, 

elicitation, repetition, and clarification requests.  The most frequently used corrective 

feedback type in the EFL classroom was recast, whereas the metalinguistic clues and 

elicitation were among the least. In the international classroom, the most frequently 

used feedback type was metalinguistic clues, whereas repetition was used the least.  

Interview sessions with the teachers from both classrooms revealed that different 

teachers focused on different aspect of the language which may have influenced the 

use of different types of corrective feedback in the classrooms.  

From the observation and interview, it was seen that teachers provided 

corrective feedback without awareness of the precise definition of corrective feedback. 

In other words, teachers do not know whether they provided the effective feedback to 

their students. They just felt that it is good to provide feedback to help the students to 

improve for certain aspects of the language. This has suggested that teacher training 

about the use of corrective feedback in language classrooms is required.  

From the limitation of the present study, three recommendations were 

proposed for future studies of corrective feedback in a language classroom. A long-

term observation, student’s self-repairs after feedback session, and student’s 

perception about all types of corrective feedback found in language classrooms are 

recommended for richer information on the corrective feedback in a second/foreign 

language classroom. These recommendations would lead future studies to promote the 

use of corrective feedback in the language class. These studies would also suggest 

language teachers to provide different types of corrective feedback effectively in 

language classrooms, so the learners would achieve their potential as an effective 

learner and user of the target language. 
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APPENDIX A 

OBSERVATION FORM 

 

 

Minutes Description of 
environment 

Classroom 
setting 

1-10 

  

 
 Interaction Sequence (IRE/F) 

Minutes Description Initiation Response Evaluation Feedback
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APPENDIX B 

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS   

 

 

Questions on Teacher’s Knowledge 

 1.  Where have you completed your bachelor, and/or master’s degree? 

 2. How long have you been teaching English for?     

 

Questions on the errors found in the classroom 

   3. What type of errors/mistakes do you usually find in grade 11 / 

Matthayom 5 class? 

 4. How do you correct all errors or mistakes in your classroom please 

 explain.   

 

Questions on the impressions about the use of teacher’s corrective 

feedback 

 5. From the scale of 1 – 10 how important do you think is teacher’s 

corrective feedback? 

 6. What type of teacher’s corrective feedback do you prefer to use with 

your Grade 11/ Matthayom 5 students in class? Why, please explain 

 7. There are many types of corrective feedback, how do you choose to use 

each type of corrective feedback in your classes, not only for your Grade 

11/Matthayom 5 class? 

 8. Do you have anything to add on about corrective feedback or suggestion      

to new teachers about using corrective feedback? 
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APPENDIX C 

TEACHER’S CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK CATEGORIZATION  

 

 

Teacher’s Corrective 

Feedback 
Definition Example 

Explicit Correction 

When the Teacher tells the 

student the answer was 

incorrect and providing 

them with the correct 

response 

Teacher: which songs are you 
ready to sing together? 

 
Student: I don’t practice this 

song 
 

Teacher: you mean I didn’t 
practice this song (Explicit 

correction) 
 

Student: oh sorry! Yes I didn’t 
practice this song. 

 

Recast 

When the Teacher does 

not tell the student that the 

answer was incorrect but 

provides them with the 

correct answer 

Teacher: What did he become 
when he grew up? 

 
Student: he be a doctor. 

 
Teacher: he became a doctor. 

(Recast) 
 

Student: no reaction 

Clarification Request 

 

. These are questions 

which make learners aware 

that the learner has 

misunderstood a message, 

which the learner.is 

required to reformulate 

their response. 

Teacher: what are you going to 
do if the whether is sunny? 

 
Student: we put on coat 

 
Teacher: what? (Clarification 

request) 
 

Student: (silent) 
 

Teacher: I'm going to park, tell 
about your activities 
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Student: yes, I am going to 
work with my friend 

 
Teacher: what? You are going 

to work with your friend? 
(Clarification request) 

 
Student: yes, um, (hesitation) I 

am playing. 

Metalinguistic clues 

When the teacher provides 

prompt questions to lead 

students to the correct 

respond 

Student: why did stop 

running? 

Teacher: who stopped? 

Subject of sentence (Meta-

linguistic clues) 

Student: why did he 

stop running? 

Elicitation 

When the teacher tries to 

provide learners with 

prompt questions to 

complete or correct their 

utterance 

Student: Tom and his grand 
mother was ready. 

 
Teacher: Was ready? Two 

people (Elicitation) 
 

Student: yes, were ready. 
 

Repetition 

When the teacher repeats 

the learner's error and puts 

in an intonation to get the 

learner's attention. 

Teacher: why are you going to 
your grandmother's home? 

 
Student: I am going to my 

grandmother's home it visit? 
 

Teacher: it visit (with rising 
intonation) (Repetition) 

 
Student: to visit 
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Class: _______________________________________________________________ 

Teacher’s 

Corrective 

Feedback 

Frequency of Occurence Total 
Remark/Additional 

Comments 

Explicit Correction 

 

 

 

 

   

Recast 

 

 

 

   

Clarification 

Request 

 

 

 

   

Metalinguistic 

Clues 

 

 

 

   

Elicitation 

 

 

 

   

Repetition 
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Additional Notes 
…………………………………………………………………………………………...

……………………………………………………………………………………........... 
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APPENDIX D 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 

 

 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 

A COMPARISON OF CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK USED IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL AND THE EFL CONTEXTS 

 The person in charge of this study is Master’s student in Applied 
Linguistics at the Faculty of Liberal Arts (Principal Investigator) of Mahidol 
University, Master’s student in Applied Linguistics of Faculty of Liberal Arts. There 
may be other people on the research team assisting at different times during the study. 
The study is guided with the following objectives:  

 1. To investigate the types of teacher’s corrective feedback used in two 
different English classrooms (international and EFL classrooms). 

     2. To identify the frequency of different types of teacher’s corrective 
feedback (explicit correction, recast, clarification request, metalinguistic clues, 
elicitation, and repetition) in two different classrooms (international and EFL 
classrooms).   

 3. To describe similarities, and/or differences, if any, in the use of 
teacher’s corrective feedback in two different classrooms (international and EFL 
classrooms).   

 By doing this study, we hope to learn different usages of corrective 
feedback used by teachers from two different contexts which will help us adapt them 
to the future career. 

 You are being invited to take part in a research study about 
CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK USED IN ENGLISH CLASSROOMS. You are being 
invited to take part in this research study because you will help the researcher 
investigate the types of corrective feedback used in your English class and opinions 
about corrective feedback. The research procedures will be conducted XX 
International School, which is located in Chiang Mai. Each of these visits will take 
about 50 minutes for the observation and 30-40 minutes for a semi-structured 
interview.  
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Research procedures are described below.   

 There are two main procedures used to gather data.   

 Before the researcher can collect the data, consent letters will be sent to all 
the participants to ask for permission, and also asking for the date and time when the 
data can be collected.  

1. Non-participant observation and audio recording 

 To gather data according to the objectives of the present study, a non- 
participant observation will be done. The observation will be held three times, once a 
month.  

1.1 During the observation the researcher will take notes according to the 
observation form (audio recordings will be recorded during the observation). 
1.2  After each observation, the researcher with the help from a transcription 
software will transcribe each class.  
1.3 After the transcription, two inter raters will be asked to re-check the 
transcriptions. 
 

2.  Interview with the teacher 
 
2.1 The interview will be held after the first day of the observation. 
2.2 Before the interview, an audio-recorder will be set up to record the 
interview. 
2.3 The researcher will inform the interviewee about the interview. 
2.4 After the interview, the research will transcribe the interview. 

 

 To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more 
risk of harm than you would experience in everyday life. There is no guarantee that 
you will get any benefits from taking part in this study. However, your willingness to 
take part may, in the future, help society as a whole better understand this research 
topic. 

 If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want 
to volunteer. You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you 
choose not to volunteer. You can stop at any time during the study and still keep the 
benefits and rights you had before volunteering.  

 This study is anonymous. That means that no one, not even members of 
the research team, will know that the personal information you give came from you. 
We will make every effort to keep confidential all research records that identify you to 
the extent allowed by law. 
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 Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the 
study, please ask any questions that might come to mind now. Later, if you have 
questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the study, you can contact the 
investigator Miss Julia Simhony at 090-891-1XXX/ wanjai25XX@gmail.com (insert 
phone number/email).  

 On the condition that I am not treated as indicated in the information sheet 
distributed to the subjects, I can contact the Chair of The Committee for Research 
Ethics (Social Sciences) at the office of MUSSIRB, Office of Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Humanities, Mahidol University, Tel 66 2 441 9180, Fax 66 2 441 9181 

 

              ________________________________________  ____________ 

Signature of person agree to take part in the study   Date 

 

_________________________________________ __________ 

        Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study  

 

 __________________________________________ ___________ 

Name of (authorized) person obtaining informed consent  Date 
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APPENDIX E 

PARTICIPATION INFORMATION SHEET 

 

 

 เอกสารช้ีแจงผู้เข้าร่วมการวจิยัและแสดงเจตนายนิยอมเข้าร่วมโครงการวจิยั  

สําหรับการสัมภาษณ์เชิงลกึ 

คําช้ีแจง : ในเอกสารฉบบัน้ีอาจมีขอ้ความท่ีท่านอ่านแลว้ยงัไม่เขา้ใจ โปรดสอบถามหัวหนา้โครงการวิจยั หรือ

ผูแ้ทนใหช่้วยอธิบายจนกวา่ท่านจะเขา้ใจดี   

ช่ือโครงการ การเปรียบเทียบขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัในบริบทนานาชาติและบริบทสอนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะ

ภาษาต่างประเทศ 

ช่ือผู้วจิัย นางสาว ยเูลีย ซิมโฮน่ี  

สถานทีท่าํงาน นกัศึกษาปริญญาโท สาขาวชิาภาษาศาสตร์ประยกุต ์คณะศิลปศาสตร์ มหาวทิยาลยัมหิดล 

หมายเลข

โทรศัพท์ 

090 891 11XX 

สถานทีว่จิัย  

ผู้ให้ทุนวจิัย  “ไม่มี” 

 

ข้อมูลโครงการวิจัยโดยย่อ : โครงการวิจยัน้ีจดัทาํข้ึนเพ่ือ (1) ศึกษาประเภทของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีใชโ้ดยครูใน

บริบทนานาชาติและบริบทสอนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ (2)ระบุจาํนวนประเภทของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบั

ท่ีใชโ้ดยครูในบริบทนานาชาติและบริบทสอนภาษาองักฤษในฐานะภาษาต่างประเทศ และ (3) อธิบายถึงขอ้เหมือน

และต่างของการใช้ข้อมูลป้อนกลับของโดยครูในบริบทนานาชาติและบริบทสอนภาษาอังกฤษในฐานะ

ภาษาต่างประเทศ  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Mahidol University 



Julia Simhony  Appendices / 88 

 ประโยชน์ท่ีคาดวา่จะไดรั้บจากการวิจยัน้ีคือ  

1. ทาํใหท้ราบถึงประเภทของขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีใชโ้ดยครูในมธัยมศึกษาปีท่ี 5 ในสองบริบทท่ีแตกต่างกนั  

2. ทาํให้ทราบถึงประเภทและการใชข้อ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีใชโ้ดยครูสอนภาษาองักฤษท่ีจะเป็นประโยชน์ต่อการสอน

ภาษาองักฤษ 

ท่านได้รับเชิญให้เข้าร่วมการวิจัยนี้เพราะ ท่านเป็นอาจารยผ์ูส้อนวิชาภาษาองักฤษมธัยมศึกษาปีท่ี 5 ประจาํปี
การศึกษา 2559   

ระยะเวลาทีจ่ะทาํวจิัยทั้งส้ิน 1 ปี (เดือนธนัวาคม 2559 ถึงเดือนพฤศจิกายน 2560) 

หากท่านตดัสินใจเข้าร่วมการวิจัยแล้ว ผูว้ิจยัจะขอสัมภาษณ์ท่านอาจารยใ์นประเดน็เก่ียวกบั ประวติัของครู ความรู้
ของครูเก่ียวกบัขอ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีใชใ้นหอ้งเรียนภาษาองักฤษ ขอ้ผิดพลาดของนกัเรียนมธัยมศึกษาปีท่ี 5 และ ความ
คิดเห็นของครูท่ีมีต่อการใชข้อ้มูลป้อนกลบัท่ีใชใ้นห้องเรียนภาษาองักฤษจุดอ่อน ซ่ึงจะใชเ้วลาในการสัมภาษณ์ 
30-40 นาที โดยประมาณ โดยคาํถามมีทั้งหมด 10 ขอ้ 

 ขอ้มูลท่ีไดจ้ากการสัมภาษณ์เชิงลึกผูว้ิจยัจะขออนุญาตบนัทึกเสียงและจดบนัทึกภาคสนามและ
จะดาํเนินการทาํลายขอ้มูลตลอดจนขอ้มูลอ่ืน ๆ ท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบัท่าน ภายหลงัเสร็จส้ินการวิจยั ระบุ ขอ้มูลทุกอยา่ง
จะถูกทําลายโดยวิธีท่ีไม่สามารถค้นหากลับคืนมาได้ โดยจะดําเนินการหลังจากเสร็จส้ินกระบวนการทํา
วทิยานิพนธ์ และตีพิมพ ์

  ความเส่ียงท่ีอาจจะเกิดข้ึนเม่ือเขา้ร่วมการวิจยั ท่านอาจรู้สึกอึดอดั หรืออาจรู้สึกไม่สบายใจอยู่
บา้งกบับางคาํถาม ท่านมีสิทธ์ิท่ีจะไม่ตอบคาํถามเหล่านั้นได ้รวมถึงท่านมีสิทธ์ิถอนตวัออกจากโครงการน้ีเม่ือใดก็
ได้ โดยไม่ต้องแจ้งให้ทราบล่วงหน้า  และการไม่เข้าร่วมวิจัยหรือถอนตัวออกจากโครงการวิจัยน้ี จะไม่มี
ผลกระทบใด ๆ ต่อท่านแต่อยา่งใด 

 ขอ้มูลส่วนตวัของท่านจะถูกเก็บรักษาไว ้ไม่เปิดเผยต่อสาธารณะเป็นรายบุคคล แต่จะรายงาน
ผลการวิจัยเป็นข้อมูลส่วนรวม ผูท่ี้มีสิทธ์ิเข้าถึงข้อมูลของท่านจะมีเฉพาะผูท่ี้เก่ียวข้องกับการวิจัยน้ี และ
คณะกรรมการจริยธรรมการวจิยัในคนเท่านั้น 

 การวจิยัคร้ังน้ีท่านจะไม่ไดรั้บค่าตอบแทนและไม่เสียค่าใชจ่้ายใด ๆ ทั้งส้ิน  

 หากท่านมีขอ้ขอ้งใจท่ีจะสอบถามเก่ียวกบัการวิจยัน้ี ท่านสามารถติดต่อไปยงั นางสาว ยเูลีย 
ซิมโฮน่ี ผูว้จิยั หมายเลขโทรศพัทมื์อถือของผูว้จิยั 090 8911XXX 

 โครงการวิจยัน้ีไดรั้บการรับรองจากคณะกรรมการจริยธรรมการวิจยัในคน สาขาสังคมศาสตร์
มหาวิทยาลยัมหิดล ซ่ึงมีสาํนกังานอยูท่ี่คณะสังคมศาสตร์และมนุษยศาสตร์  มหาวิทยาลยัมหิดล ถนนพุทธมณฑล
สายส่ี ตาํบลศาลายา อาํเภอพุทธมณฑล จงัหวดันครปฐม 73170 หมายเลขโทรศพัท ์0 2441 9180 โทรสาร 0 2441 9181 
หากท่านไดรั้บการปฏิบติัไม่ตรงตามท่ีระบุไว ้ท่านสามารถติดต่อกบัประธานคณะกรรมการจริยธรรมฯ หรือ
ผูแ้ทน ไดต้ามสถานท่ีและหมายเลขโทรศพัทข์า้งตน้ 
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ข้าพเจ้าเข้าใจข้อความในเอกสารช้ีแจงผู้เข้าร่วมการวิจัยและแสดงเจตนายินยอมนี้โดยตลอดแล้ว 
จึงลงลายมอืช่ือไว 

ลงช่ือ    ผู ้เข้า ร่วม
การวจิยั 

                 (นางสาว ยเูลีย ซิมโฮน่ี)  

                 วนัท่ี    

ลงช่ือ    ผู ้ใ ห้ ข้อ มู ล และขอ
ความยนิยอม 

         (    )  

         วนัท่ี    
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